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ABSTRACT
The Relationship Among Social and Psychological Inclusion, Marginalized Group Membership,
and Student Outcomes
by Katheryn Alejandra Munguia
As diversity grows in the United States, schools are tasked with supporting diverse students. This
dissertation explored the concept of social and psychological inclusion as a potential protective
factor for marginalized students. It examined the variables of inclusion, marginalized group
membership, and student outcomes using the California Healthy Kids Survey administered to
secondary students. Marginalized group membership included examining race, ethnicity, and the
presence of bullying for a disability. Student outcomes included self-reported grades and
attendance. This study revealed that the degree of inclusion affected students’ self-reported
grades and attendance, with students reporting higher grades and attendance with higher degrees
of inclusion. Furthermore, multinomial logistic regression results showed statistically significant
main effects of inclusion and marginalized group membership on student self-reported grades
and attendance. The largest effect sizes were evident in models that examined inclusion,
marginalized group membership, and grades with medium to large effects. Small effects were
evident in the models that examined inclusion, marginalized group membership, and attendance.
Inclusion was a stronger predictor of student outcomes than marginalized group membership in
all models. Given that grades are significant in accessing opportunities beyond high school and
attendance is significant in school funding, educators and researchers are uniquely invested in
these student outcomes, which they can improve by facilitating social and psychological
inclusion for marginalized students.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
The opportunity gap in the U.S. Education System has affected marginalized students
since its conception. The idea of common schools began in the 1850s, created to address learning
gaps (Center of Education Policy (CEP), 2020). However, disparities were evident even in the
physical construction of these schools (CEP, 2020), often including discrimination based on race,
gender, income, sexual orientation, gender identity, and ability. Johnson-Ahorlu (2012)
described the educational opportunity gap as inadequate or inequitable school structures,
conditions, or resources. The opportunity gap changes the concept of “achievement gap” to
reflect a change from perceived student deficiencies to environmental deficiencies, which are
often present in the environments of diverse students.
Students from diverse groups have faced discrimination ranging from discriminatory laws
and policies to microaggressions (Sue, 2010; Tussman & tenBroek, 1948). Today, students
continue to experience the negative consequences of divisive policies. Although they are more
often physically included in schools, marginalized students fare differently in academic, social,
and economic outcomes due to opportunity gaps (Chetty et al., 2020; Gregory et al., 2010).
Physical inclusion is not sufficient to alleviate disparities in student outcomes.
Despite progress in laws, social movements, and advocacy, students continue to
experience discrimination or exclusion through institutional opportunity gaps. Ferri and Conner
(2005) theorized that when schools could no longer legally separate students based on race, they
created ways to segregate students of color based on “perceived academic differences” (p.
99). This resulted in creating separate special education classes and class groupings based on
academic performance markers. Physical exclusion is one of the many ways that marginalized
students are excluded. Gerrard (1994) asserted that exclusion is unacceptable and that separate
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was not equal in reference to students with disabilities. Researchers have advocated for changes
such as inclusion initiatives to remedy these disparities. Inclusion as a social justice initiative is
necessary for increasing educational equity (Gerrard, 1994; Obiakor et al., 2012).
Inclusive education is often associated with students with disabilities and special
education placement (Black-Hawkins, 2010). In Disability Studies, inclusive education refers to
how students with disabilities are educated alongside students without disabilities. In the United
States, we continue to work towards this inclusive education model because many states continue
to use a separate classroom or pull-out model for students with diverse abilities (Powell, 2015).
Other countries, such as Denmark, have evolved beyond examining the physical placement of
students with disabilities and also examine social inclusion and psychological inclusion
(Qvortrup & Qvortrup, 2018). A thorough examination of inclusion would provide schools with
information on their current practices and areas of improvement to support student success.
Purpose and Significance of the Present Study
Studies have linked physical inclusion (physical presence) to positive school outcomes
for students with disabilities (Idol, 2006). For example, research has shown that inclusive
education can improve learning and higher education for students with disabilities (Hudsen et al.,
2013; Rojewski et al., 2015). Physical inclusion is rarely studied in other marginalized groups
because schools are legally required to include students based on race, sexual orientation, and
gender identity (Civil Rights Act, 1964; Title IX of the Education Amendments, 1972).
However, students can be physically included and still experience social or psychological
exclusion (Qvortup & Qvortrup, 2018). While researchers have studied the effects of concepts
related to social and psychological inclusion in different marginalized groups (Buhs et al., 2006;
Huynh & Fuligni, 2010; Tummala-Narra, 2012), they have studied these concepts implicitly,
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separately, and focused on specific marginalized groups instead of studying the overall inclusion
concept proposed by Qvortrup and Qvortrup (2018). Qvortrup and Qvortrup (2018) initially
studied this concept in Denmark, and it has yet to be widely studied in other countries, including
the United States.
Schools in the United States can adopt this model of examining inclusive education to
understand the extent of inclusive practices. Although Qvortrup and Qvortrup (2018) used social
and psychological inclusion concepts for students with diverse abilities, these concepts can be
used for other diverse groups (Hymel & Katz, 2019). Students with disabilities and students of
color have historically been excluded from places and opportunities (Biegel, 2010; McGlaughlin
et al., 2002; McGrew et al., 1993). Some have been excluded physically, while others continue to
experience social exclusion, such as limited interactions with peers, prohibited from joining
clubs, or other forms of discrimination (Biegel, 2010; Edmondson & Howe, 2019; TummalaNarra, 2012). Exclusion has resulted in adverse outcomes, such as poor academic performance,
mental illness, low attendance, and school drop-out (Chu & Ready, 2018; Specht, 2013). This
aids to the significance of exploring the benefits of social and psychological inclusion.
This study will examine the relationship between social and psychological inclusion,
using a four-item scale, and student outcomes (attendance and grades) for marginalized groups
using existing survey research. I will utilize items from the California Healthy Kids Survey
(CHKS), a survey that primary and secondary students complete in California, to study the
relationship between these concepts using logistic regression and Kruskal Wallis H Tests. The
CHKS does not contain a scale that captures student inclusion, so I composed one based on the
literature and similar surveys. The results of this study may have implications surrounding
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potential protective factors in the school environment. Consequently, findings may guide
potential avenues for intervention and contribute toward an equitable education for all students.
Theoretical Framework
Bronfenbrenner’s (1976) Ecological Systems Theory describes how the development of
each individual is dependent on ecological systems, which initially included the microsystem
(immediate environment), mesosystem (interconnections), exosystem (community), and
macrosystem (culture). The model evolved to include the chronosystem, which refers to
environmental events over time or historical events. Onwuegbuzie et al. (2013) argued that this
theory could be used for quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods research. In their
argument, they described research at each level. Micro-research refers to research that focuses on
individuals or groups in their immediate environment. Meso-research refers to investigating the
system where individuals or groups spend their time. Exo-research refers to systems research,
but they distinguished it by highlighting how the individual or group would not play an active
role in the system. Lastly, macro-research refers to researching an individual’s or group’s
cultural world or society.
Anderson et al. (2014) reconceptualized Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Systems Theory
(BEST) to aid in implementing and researching inclusive education. BEST is an ideal theory to
conceptualize inclusive education because inclusive education is a social construct, “it relies on
relationships between people and societal systems to become constructed into what can be
observed and called [inclusive education]” (p. 5). Furthermore, Anderson et al. (2014) argue that
the implementation of inclusive education should not depend on individual student
characteristics and direct their focus on environmental factors. In other words, schools can
implement inclusive practices, especially when students have diverse needs or have
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characteristics that cannot and should not be changed. Instead, schools should focus on the
relationships and interconnections between environmental factors to implement effective
inclusive education for all students.
Anderson et al.’s (2014) conceptualization of the microsystem included what is directly
surrounding the learner in schools. This includes school staff, physical spaces, resources, and
classroom culture. The mesosystem refers to the interconnections between the factors in the
microsystem. The exosytem encompasses curriculum, social context, and political context. The
chronosystem refers to when the student is enrolled in primary and secondary school.
This study will frame social and psychological inclusion as factors in a student’s microand mesosystem, influenced by the exosystem, macrosystem, and chronosystem. The
microsystem includes a student’s school, peers, teachers, and administrators, and the mesosystem
includes the interactions between those parties. Student performance is a product of all the
systems. We can support student growth by considering the impact of each system to develop
proper interventions and create inclusive environments for diverse students.
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Figure 1
Proposed Theoretical Framework of Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Systems and Inclusion
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Definitions and Variables of Interest
To aid the understanding of key terms throughout this dissertation, the following section
briefly defines important terms, while Chapters 2 and 3 provide greater detail.
Inclusion
Researchers, disciplines, and practitioners define inclusion in multiple ways. This paper
will use and build upon Qvortrup and Qvortrup’s (2018) definition of inclusion. Qvortrup and
Qvortrup (2018) described inclusive education on a continuum with three dimensions - levels,
types, and degrees. They defined the levels as physical, social, and psychological inclusion.
Physical inclusion refers to physical presence, social inclusion refers to involvement in a social
community, and psychological inclusion refers to students’ experiences. Figure 2 shows the
relationship between the inclusion levels, showing they are all connected. Physical inclusion is a
prerequisite to social and psychological inclusion, and social inclusion is a prerequisite to
6

psychological inclusion. Types refer to the where (place), what (activity), or who (relationship)
of inclusion. Degrees refer to the extent of the levels and types. The degree of inclusion can
range from total inclusion to total exclusion.
Social Inclusion and Psychological Inclusion
Social inclusion refers to a student's participation in activities and the quality of the
interactions between the student and others (Bigby & Weisel, 2011; O’Brien & Lyle, 1987;
Qvortrup & Qvortrup, 2018). Psychological inclusion refers to a student's sense of belonging
and perception of being meaningfully included (Qvortrup & Qvortrup, 2018). To elaborate, it
refers to their experience of feeling like a valued and contributing member of the community
(Goodenow & Grady, 1993; Hagerty et al., 1992).
Furthermore, this study will examine inclusion beyond the context of special education
and apply the concept to other marginalized groups, emphasizing social and psychological
inclusion. The items from the CHKS that will compose an inclusion scale will include:
•

I feel close to people at this school

•

I feel like I am part of this school

•

At my school, there is a teacher or adult who really cares about me

•

At school, I do interesting activities

The first two items asked students to answer the questions on a five-point scale, ranging from
Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. The last two items asked students to answer the questions
on a four-point scale, ranging from Not At All True to Very Much True.
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Figure 2
Inclusion Levels

Physical

Social

Psychological

Marginalized Groups
Marginalized groups refer to groups of students who privileged groups have historically
excluded. Marginalized groups may experience powerlessness or oppression (Barron, 1999).
David and Derthick (2013) defined oppression as occurring “when one group has more access to
power or privilege than another group, and when that power and privilege is used to maintain the
status quo …” (p. 3). The marginalized groups discussed in this study include students who may
have experienced discrimination based on race and ethnicity and students who reported
discrimination based on disability. Demographic items on the CHKS determined group
membership.
Student Outcomes
Student outcomes can refer to a wide range of markers, including graduation rates,
suspensions, college enrollment, and grades. This study will focus on grades and attendance.
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Please note that discussing student outcomes is not intended to place responsibility on the student
but rather highlight how environmental factors such as inclusion may affect student outcomes.
Grades will refer to a student’s self-reported grades, and attendance will refer to a student's selfreported absences, which are items on the CHKS.
Research Questions
The present study wishes to answer the following questions:
RQ 1: What is the relationship between inclusion and student outcomes?
RQ 1a: What is the relationship between inclusion and grades?
H0: There is no relationship between the degree of inclusion and grades.
H1: Degree of inclusion predicts grades.
RQ 1b: What is the relationship between inclusion and student attendance?
H0: There is no relationship between the degree of inclusion and attendance.
H1: Degree of inclusion predicts attendance.
RQ 2: What is the relationship between inclusion, race, and student outcomes?
RQ 2a: What is the relationship between inclusion, race, and grades?
H0: There is no relationship between the degree of inclusion, race, and grades.
H1: Degree of inclusion and ethnicity predict grades.
RQ 2b: What is the relationship between inclusion, race, and student attendance?
H0: There is no relationship between the degree of inclusion, race, and attendance.
H1: Degree of inclusion and race predict attendance.
RQ 3: What is the relationship between inclusion, ethnicity, and student outcomes?
RQ 3a: What is the relationship between inclusion, ethnicity, and grades?
H0: There is no relationship between the degree of inclusion, ethnicity, and grades.
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H1: Degree of inclusion and ethnicity predict grades.
RQ 3b: What is the relationship between inclusion, ethnicity, and student attendance?
H0: There is no relationship between the degree of inclusion, ethnicity, and attendance.
H1: Degree of inclusion and ethnicity predict attendance.
RQ 4: What is the relationship between inclusion, presence of bullying for a physical or
mental disability, and student outcomes?
RQ 4a: What is the relationship between inclusion, presence of bullying for a physical or mental
disability, and grades?
H0: There is no relationship between the degree of inclusion, presence of bullying for a
physical or mental disability, and grades.
H1: Degree of inclusion and presence of bullying for a physical or mental disability
predict grades.
RQ 4b: What is the relationship between inclusion, presence of bullying for a physical or mental
disability, and student attendance?
H0: There is no relationship between the degree of inclusion, presence of bullying for a
physical or mental disability, and attendance.
H1: Degree of inclusion and presence of bullying for a physical or mental disability
predict attendance.
RQ 5: How do the relationships vary across marginalized groups?
H0: There are no differences across marginalized groups.
H1: Differences are evident across marginalized groups.

10

Basic Assumptions
Because I am using existing survey results to answer the research questions, I am making
assumptions regarding the data collection process. For instance, I am assuming school personnel
went through the Survey Administration Training, resulting in accurate collection of data.
Furthermore, after cleaning the data for inconsistent or untruthful results, I also assume that the
remaining responses accurately represent student experiences.
Basic Limitations
A limitation of this study includes that it is non-experimental. Students will not be
randomly assigned to groups because I am using available survey results, and it would be
unethical to randomly assign students to exclusionary environments or groups. Furthermore,
results do not determine causation between variables; instead, they describe relationships
between variables, if any exist.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
The chapter will explore the relationship between social and psychological inclusion and
student outcomes. First, I will discuss the history of inclusive education for marginalized groups
to understand potential environmental impacts on student outcomes. Then, I will explore the
concepts of social and psychological inclusion. Additionally, I will explore these concepts'
relation to different student outcomes, including social-emotional and academic.
While examining the literature on social and psychological inclusion, the term
"assimilation" appeared multiple times. Assimilation refers to a change from one’s original
practices and beliefs to the practices and beliefs of the dominant group (Rumbaut, 1997). The
purpose of this paper is not to promote assimilation. Chun and Choi (2003) wrote, “inclusion is
easily transformed to assimilation” (p. 77). They noted that assimilation is a form of violence
because it often indirectly encourages marginalized groups to suppress or erase their culture. I
want to emphasize that the marginalized groups discussed in this paper do not need to assimilate
or change who they are; instead, it hopes to shape environmental factors to celebrate differences
amongst diverse groups. For these reasons, I will not discuss assimilation if mentioned in the
articles.
Furthermore, the concept of resilience is at the core of this study. Resilience refers to
“positive adaptation in the context of risk or adversity” (p. 9; Masten, 2014). Instead of using a
deficit approach, I hope to reveal potential protective factors as they relate to inclusion
throughout this dissertation. Resilience depends on risk and protective factors. Risk factors refer
to biological and environmental factors (Zolkoski & Bullock, 2012). Protective factors refer to
individual characteristics, community supports, and other factors (Zolkoski & Bullock, 2012).
Community supports can refer to school staff and school programs.
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The protective factor model of resilience aligns with this study. In the protective factor
model, the probability of adverse outcomes may decrease due to the interactions between risk
and protective factors (Fergus & Zimmerman, 2005; Zolkoski & Bullock, 2012. In this study, the
risk factor refers to marginalization or oppression, which are environmental factors, and the
protective factor refers to the degree of inclusion. The assumption of marginalization and
oppression as risk factors stems from tenets of critical race theory. Specifically, it is part of daily
life for students of color to experience racism (Capper, 2015). The degree of inclusion is a
potential protective factor because it is composed of relationships with peers and adults. It is
influenced by educational systems, which are associated with resilience (Masten, 2014).
The focus on protective factors informs how to reduce risk impact, interfere in adverse
chain reactions, and increase opportunities for higher education, careers, and experiences (Rutter,
1987). Consequently, this study will emphasize environmental or community barriers that can be
potentially changed to improve student outcomes. Lastly, I acknowledge the importance of
language or word choice. I intentionally use the term “marginalized” throughout this dissertation
because, as a verb, it suggests the actions of others rather than a characteristic of a group.
History of Inclusive Education for Marginalized Groups
The U.S. has adopted laws and regulations to protect different groups in schools because they
have been historically excluded or maltreated. It is essential to examine the sociohistorical
context as it shapes environmental and school factors when discussing student outcomes. In
California, Mendez v. Westminster (1946) began integrating Mexican and Latin students into
their school of residence. Additionally, Brown v. Board of Education (1954) set a precedent for
integrating schools by highlighting and correcting the history of segregation for Black students.
The Civil Rights Act of 1964 further aided the efforts to integrate students of color by banning
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discrimination based on race, color, religion, sex, and national origin in publicly funded
institutions (i.e., schools). This federal act promoted the physical inclusion of students of color.
In 1975, the government passed the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EHA),
which we now know as the Individual with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA of 2004). IDEA
guaranteed students with disabilities access to public education. IDEA specified that institutions
should only place students in restrictive environments when their needs are so great that they
cannot access their education with services and support in a regular setting. Unfortunately, there
is a history of students of color experiencing disproportionate exclusion from the regular setting
(Larry P. v. Riles, 1979). In 1990, the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) was adopted,
prohibiting discrimination based on a person’s disability. This supports students in schools since
it prohibits exclusion based on their disability. IDEA and ADA promoted the physical inclusion
of students with disabilities.
In 2015, the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) focused on supporting populations with
low academic performance. It was initially known as the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 (ESEA), which targeted marginalized students, low-income students, and students
with disabilities to support an equitable education. ESSA focuses on promoting positive
outcomes for historically marginalized groups and accountability; however, accountability is
measured by state plans to increase all students’ performance and progress (ESSA of 2015).
ESSA sets the expectation that all students should have access to an equitable education,
including all marginalized students.
These legislations sought equity, protection, and justice because schools legally excluded
diverse students before their enactment. ESSA of 2015 highlights that legislation was needed to
hold schools accountable for providing marginalized groups an equitable education. The U.S.
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continues to need legislation to include diverse students. When these policies are absent,
exclusion is the norm. For example, there is no legislation on students’ use of language in
schools, which has led to discriminatory practices in California and Texas (Bierly, 2018).
Furthermore, recently the Truth and Healing Commission on Indian Boarding School Policies
(2021) bill was introduced to the senate to ameliorate the harm the Civilization Fund Act (1819)
caused Indigenous people. The history, laws, and policies of education in the United States
highlight the importance of intentionality with regard to the implementation of inclusive
practices.
Why do we exclude?
History of discrimination and the fight for inclusion reveal that humans are prone to
excluding different groups. Human cognitive bias may shed light on societal propensity towards
exclusion (Haselton et al., 2015; Sun, 2011). Maxfield et al. (2021) argued that implicit bias is a
“universal human instinctual characteristic” (p. 161). The following section reviews explanations
in social and evolutionary psychology regarding human bias.
Social and Evolutionary Psychology
Social psychologists provide some explanation about how our social interactions affect
our biases. Humans utilized heuristics, or mental shortcuts, to make judgments about others
(Sun, 2011). Availability heuristic refers to judgment on the likelihood of something based on
previous occurrences, and representative heuristic refers to generalizations based on an
occurrence (Sun, 2011). Heuristics can result in type I or type II errors, such as profiling,
stereotyping, and grouping others.
Haselton et al. (2015) examined cognitive biases from an evolutionary perspective. They
explained that humans developed features meant to aid our survival and reproduction. For
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example, heuristics utilized fewer resources and supported adaptive decisions. Even though
humans are susceptible to error, humans can utilize appropriate reasoning strategies through
problem-solving mechanisms. The researchers also highlighted the importance of acknowledging
the evolutionary nature of error management biases. The theory of error management biases
refers to managing false positives (type I) and false negatives (type II). To illustrate, false
positives can refer to presuming harm when there is none, and false negatives refer to not
presuming harm when there is potential harm. Depending on the costliness of the error, humans
will tend to make errors that they perceive as being less costly. Error management biases exist in
basic food selection and more complex formations of negative group stereotypes.
Consequences
Cognitive biases may have been adaptive in human development, but some biases may no
longer serve their purpose. In a world where exposure to diversity continues to increase, these
once adaptive behaviors are sometimes maladaptive. They have led to multiple adverse
outcomes, such as racial biases, disproportional graduation rates, and disproportional deaths by
police (Sun, 2011). Although we are socialized and wired to exclude, there is hope in our ability
to include. Fortunately, we have the capacity to overcome our biases through intentionality
(Maxfield et al., 2021). Through explicit and direct efforts, we can learn and practice inclusivity.
Levels of Inclusion
Although some researchers do not overtly name the different inclusion levels, they
mention similar concepts. Qvortrup and Qvortrup (2018) identified levels as a dimension of
inclusive education. The different levels they outlined were physical inclusion, social inclusion,
and psychological inclusion. The following sections will discuss inclusive education, depending
on how the researchers described or analyzed inclusion.
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Physical Inclusion
The following section will briefly describe physical inclusion to distinguish it from social
and psychological inclusion. Physical inclusion refers to the student's physical presence in a
particular space (Qvortup & Qvortrup, 2018). Some researchers define it in terms of time spent
with general education students. For example, Dessemontet et al. (2012) defined it as full
inclusion. In other words, students with disabilities spent the entire school day in a general
education setting. Rojewski et al. (2015) also described inclusion in terms of time spent in the
general education setting. Specifically, they defined inclusion as earning 80% or more of credits
in the general education setting and non-inclusion as earning less than 80% of their credits in the
general education setting.
When examining physical inclusion, researchers have found positive outcomes.
Compared to students in a separate school, students included in their school of residence
performed better on literacy tasks (Dessementet et al., 2012). Rojewski et al. (2015) found that
students with high-incidence disabilities, learning and emotional disabilities, included in
classrooms with same-grade peers, were more likely to be in post-secondary education two years
after high school than students who were not included. Additionally, when teachers used
evidence-based practices in the classroom, such as time delay and task analysis, students with
high needs could access the general education curriculum (Hudson, Browder, & Wood, 2013;
Spooner et al., 2011). Additionally, the more time students spent in general education, the better
they performed in reading and math (Cosier et al., 2013).
Research on physical inclusion primarily focuses on students with disabilities because
they are the only marginalized group that can legally be segregated through special education
placement such as separate classrooms or different schools (Powell, 2015). Today, students from
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other marginalized groups are legally required to be included in public schools and classrooms.
However, researchers have found adverse outcomes in academic achievement and drop-out rates
when students of color are physically excluded from spaces, such as disproportionate punitive
discipline or tracking (Noltemeyer, 2015; Werblow et al., 2013).
Social Inclusion
The following section will provide an in-depth definition of social inclusion. It will
discuss the origin of social exclusion and the promotion of social inclusion. Then, it will describe
differences across groups. Lastly, it will explain the relationship between social inclusion,
exclusion, and student outcomes.
Understanding Social Inclusion
Social inclusion is used across different fields, but its general meaning remains
consistent. O’Brien and Lyle (1987) were among the first researchers to distinguish presence
from participation. Bacquet (2020) defined social inclusion as a means for individuals to
participate in society. They defined social exclusion as a situation where an individual cannot
participate in community life. The activities are described as social, cultural, political, or
economic. Social inclusion can also involve engagement in leisure activities (Beißer et al., 2019).
Leisure activities refer to activities people may engage in their free time, such as swimming and
hiking. Morgan and Parker (2017) defined social inclusion as recognizing and accepting
marginalized groups. The United Nations (2016) defined social inclusion as “the process of
improving the terms of participation in society, particularly for people who are disadvantaged,
through enhancing opportunities, access to resources, voice and respect for rights.” In short,
social inclusion refers to participation (Benstead, 2019). This is distinguishable from physical
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inclusion since a student can be physically present and not participate in different contexts or
activities.
Bigby and Weisel (2011) argued that social inclusion defined as participation is
insufficient. They conceptualized social inclusion as encounters. They highlighted that fleeting
moments and interactions should be considered when evaluating social inclusion. They mention
convivial encounters, encounters where strangers engage in a collaborative activity, as methods
to support social inclusion. Bigby and Weisel (2019) described six different encounters, three
convivial and three exclusive. Encounters included moments of everyday recognition,
momentary shared identification, repeat encounters and becoming known, exclusionary
encounters, encounters within a distinct social space, and non-encounters. Soldatic (2019) noted
that mobilities, temporalities, places, and activities need to align for these encounters to come to
fruition. For example, an individual would need to have transportation during a specific time to
attend the place where they will engage in meaningful inclusion.
Students may experience different intensities of social inclusion depending on their
disability, gender, race, primary language, sexual orientation, sexual identity, and immigration
status (Beißer et al., 2019, Heinze & Horn, 2014; Moran et al., 2019). Due to differences in
social inclusion across groups, researchers have focused on strategies to promote social
inclusion. For example, Beißer et al. (2019) revealed that language helps facilitate social
inclusion. To elaborate, refugee students were more likely to be included if they were familiar
with the host country's language and way of interacting (social skills). Furthermore, Van den
Berg and Stoltz (2018) found that students with externalizing behaviors were more likely to be
accepted or liked by other students when seated next to a well-liked peer. Bhatia and Kapur
(2018) emphasized the importance of teachers' self-reflection to create socially inclusive
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classrooms. Bould et al. (2018) studied how a dog's presence can facilitate social inclusion for
students with disabilities. Researchers have also identified sports interventions and music
improvisation as methods to promote social inclusion (Ekholm, 2019; Shroeder et al., 2019).
Researchers have proposed different reasons for variations in social inclusion. When
theory, policy, and practice are unaligned, this can lead to social exclusion because students and
staff receive little support and guidance (Benstead, 2019). Benstead (2019) described how social
inclusion theory is seldom supported by school policy; instead, school policies often focus on
academic outcomes. Benstead (2019) also theorized that educators would be more likely to
practice social inclusion if social inclusion were supported by policy.
Juvonen et al. (2019) summarized that exclusion occurs because humans tend to want to
group with others similar to themselves. In schools, students might think of "us" versus "them."
Cooley et al. (2019) researched how adolescents decide whom to include in their groups. They
found that European American students are more likely to anticipate same-race inclusion than
interracial inclusion. African American students anticipated the likelihood to be the same for
both types of inclusion. African American students rated exclusion as less acceptable because
they considered it morally wrong. These findings highlight how moral reasoning and race play a
role in decisions to include or exclude others. Similarly, Heinze and Horn (2014) revealed that
students were more likely to report that they would exclude their gay or lesbian peers than their
straight peers. Furthermore, participants were more likely to report that exclusion was acceptable
towards gender-nonconforming males based on mannerisms and appearance than if males
engaged in gender-nonconforming activities such as extracurricular activities. Social exclusion
can also be conceptualized as discrimination (Tummala-Narra, 2012).
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Although some research may not directly use the terms social inclusion or exclusion,
some terms analyze similar concepts. For example, the terms meaningful participation and
student engagement examine aspects of student participation (Jennings, 2003; Scheier &
Komarc, 2020). Additionally, terms like discrimination are used when researchers examine
exclusion outcomes (Tummala-Narra, 2012).
Outcomes of Social Inclusion and Exclusion
Social inclusion and exclusion can impact students academically, socially, and
personally. Calabrese et al. (2008) examined the effectiveness of a program designed to increase
social inclusion. They studied the Circle of Friends Program (COFP), which paired a peer
without a disability with a student with a disability. Through focus groups, interviews, and
surveys, the researchers found that students' parents felt increased empowerment, sponsors and
peers without disabilities felt it was a life-changing experience, and COFP increased acceptance.
Similarly, Odom et al. (2011) supported that inclusion benefits students with and without
disabilities by building positive social relationships.
In interviews with students with disabilities, researchers found that students who were
socially included reported positive school experiences (Edmondson & Howe, 2019). Students
who were deaf reported being included in a social group, but they also reported negative bullying
experiences or insensitive comments by others outside of their friend group. The researchers
recommended that educators intervene in fostering social inclusion for students who are deaf.
Researchers have also studied social inclusion in other marginalized groups. Morgan and
Parker (2017) studied marginalized youth in sports projects. The projects included sports such as
boxing and football. The researchers gathered youth experiences through interviews and focus
groups. They interviewed 60 program participants and 20 coaches and project leaders. Morgan
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and Parker (2017) found that students felt a sense of recognition and acceptance through sports
participation. Additionally, Gibbons (2009) found that when female students meaningfully
participated, they were more likely to enroll in physical education courses as an elective.
Meaningful participation included activities like student input in course development and gender
considerations.
In addition, social inclusion enriched students on a personal level. Nishina et al. (2019)
argued that diverse friend groups could reduce stereotypes by increasing opportunities to interact
with diverse people. Hymel and Katz (2019) reported that students could celebrate differences
and foster a sense of belonging by engaging in social activities. Social inclusion benefits both the
privileged and the marginalized.
Through a review of the literature, Juvonen et al. (2019) summarized that students who
were socially excluded are more likely to be disengaged in school and have more absences. In
addition, they reported that social exclusion negatively affected academic performance. Huynh
and Fuligni (2010) studied the effects of discrimination on Latin American and Asian youth.
Through rating scale results, they revealed that discrimination was associated with adverse
outcomes such as higher levels of depression and distress and lower Grade Point Average (GPA)
and self-esteem. Latin American youth reported experiencing the most discrimination. Relatedly,
Buhs et al. (2006) found an association between social exclusion and elementary school student
outcomes in ethnically and economically diverse schools. They reported that students who were
unaccepted by their peers in kindergarten predicted peer maltreatment in later years. Peer
exclusion and peer abuse predicted school disengagement. Social exclusion mediated student
rejection and academic achievement. Lastly, Jennings (2003) studied the relationship between
meaningful relationships and GPA using the CHKS. They found that students who reported
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moderate levels of meaningful participation reported higher GPAs than students who reported
low levels of meaningful participation.
Similarly, Beißer et al. (2019) reported that social exclusion could negatively affect
health and well-being. Lesbian and Gay students who are excluded are more likely to be
victimized or harassed (Heinze & Horne, 2014). Tummala-Narra (2012) determined that
discrimination can lead to stress and depression in South Asian students in the United States. The
negative outcomes of social exclusion are concerning, especially when considering the welfare
of marginalized groups. Moreover, using the CHKS, Scheier and Komarc (2020) found that
student engagement was significantly related to drug use. They studied student engagement by
examining meaningful participation, academic motivation, caring relationships, and connection.
Psychological Inclusion & Sense of Belonging
The following section will provide a detailed explanation of psychological inclusion. It
will discuss sense of belonging and school connectedness as related topics. For this paper,
psychological inclusion and sense of belonging will be used interchangeably. Lastly, it will
describe the outcomes associated with psychological inclusion.
Understanding Psychological Inclusion
Qvortrup and Qvortrup (2018) defined psychological inclusion as the experience or the
perception of being included. They report that American research refers to this concept as a
"sense of belonging." Maslow (1943) first described belongingness as an essential human need.
Finn (1989) described it as being valued, respected, and welcomed by others. When sense of
belonging was introduced as a mental health concept, Hagerty et al. (1992) delineated that sense
of belonging has two dimensions – the experience of feeling valued, needed, and accepted and
the perception that their characteristics complement or add value to the environment. Ma (2003)
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defined sense of belonging as a sense of school membership. Psychological inclusion is
distinguishable from social inclusion because students can participate or engage in an activity
and feel that they do not belong. Social inclusion can be observed externally, while
psychological inclusion is an internal phenomenon based on perception.
Similarly, school connectedness shares similar concepts with psychological inclusion.
Goodenow and Grady (1993) defined school connectedness as a feeling of being accepted,
valued, supported, and encouraged by peers, teachers, and adults in schools. The Center for
Disease Control and Prevention defined it as “the belief held by students that adults and peers in
the school care about their learning as well about them as individuals” (2018).
Through a literature review of sense of belonging, Mahar et al. (2012) determined the
following themes across 40 articles: subjectivity, groundedness, reciprocity, dynamism, and selfdetermination. Subjectivity refers to how the individual perceives they are valued or respected.
Groundedness refers to belonging to something or an external referent (i.e., belonging to a group
or organization). Reciprocity refers to the connectedness between the individual and the external
referent. Dynamism refers to the dynamics of environmental factors; they can be adaptable or
permanent. Self-determination refers to the individual's right to choose the connections they
develop.
Ma (2003) studied middle school students through surveys and revealed that their sense
of belonging was affected by students’ self-esteem and school climate. Meeuwisse et al. (2010)
found that ethnic minority students' sense of belonging was affected by formal relationships with
teachers and peers. Meanwhile, ethnic majority students' relationships were affected by informal
relationships with peers. Formal relationships refer to interactions related to school matters,
whereas informal relationships refer to interactions related to personal matters. When examining
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school connectedness through survey results, Gowing (2019) reported that students prioritized
peer relationships over adult relationships.
Research has also shown different experiences of belonging across groups. Dimitrellou
and Hurry (2019) found that students without disabilities felt a greater sense of belonging than
students with disabilities. Students with learning disabilities and emotional difficulties felt a
greater sense of belonging than students with behavioral difficulties. When examining students
with physical disabilities, Spencer-Cavaliere and Watkinson (2010) found that students reported
feeling included when they played games with their peers, played essential roles, and identified
friends.
Vaccarro and Newman (2016) established that privileged and minoritized students
conceptualized sense of belonging differently. Students in the study reported that environment,
relationships, and involvement were important for feeling a sense of belonging. However,
minoritized students reported authenticity as necessary across all three themes, while privileged
students reported fun and friendliness as important. In addition to describing sense of belonging
as being comfortable and fitting in, minoritized students described it as safety and respect.
Outcomes of Psychological Inclusion
Psychological inclusion can impact a student social-emotionally, behaviorally, and
academically. Faircloth and Hamm (2005) examined the relationship between sense of
belonging, achievement, and motivation. Through seven diverse high schools' survey results,
they found that sense of belonging was related to motivation and success. Specifically, belonging
explained the relationship between motivation and achievement. Achievement refers to Grade
Point Average, Advanced Placement, and Honor Classes. Through a literature review, O’Keeffe
(2013) argued that a sense of belonging is critical in retaining students in higher education.
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Nasir et al. (2011) examined school connectedness in low-income high schools. They
revealed that students who experienced interpersonal and institutional connection received higher
grades and higher graduation rates than students who only experienced low connectedness.
Interpersonal connections referred to relationships with peers and adults. Institutional
connections referred to student attitudes and behaviors regarding their role as a student.
Furthermore, Somers et a1. (2019) found that school connectedness was related to foster
youths’ academic performance and discipline outcomes. They studied students between the ages
of 9 to 11. Through a hierarchical regression analysis, these authors determined that receiving
academic help in school and school connectedness predicted self-reported academic
achievement. Similarly, Newman et al. (2007) studied adolescents' group membership and sense
of belonging in an ethnically and socioeconomically diverse population. Through a survey, they
discovered that sense of belonging was related to behavioral problems. Specifically, group
belonging was negatively correlated with internalizing and externalizing behavior problems.
Carney et al. (2020) researched school connectedness, peer victimization, and loneliness in 4th to
6th grade students. Through a survey study, they determined that school connectedness
moderated peer victimization and loneliness for females. They found small negative correlations
between loneliness and school connectedness and victimization and school connectedness for
females and males. Through hierarchical regression analysis, they revealed that school
connectedness moderated effects for girls; however, it was not significant for boys.
School connectedness has also been associated with mental health outcomes. Lensch et
al. (2021) studied adverse childhood experiences and suicidal behaviors. They revealed that
school connectedness protected students from adverse childhood experiences such as suicidal
ideation and attempts. Similarly, Pate et al. (2017) determined that school connectedness is a
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protective factor for students with internalizing mental health concerns. They studied 7th to 12th
grade students through survey data. They found that emotional distress, school connectedness,
and educational attainment were significantly correlated. School connectedness predicted higher
GPA and school years completed and moderated emotional distress and educational outcomes.
Research shows a positive relationship between psychological inclusion and student outcomes
for marginalized groups.
Discussion
The growing diversity in schools is forthcoming in the United States. Educators should be
prepared to support diverse students. Environmental factors such as legislation continue to
impact students today. Fostering social and psychological inclusion can potentially serve as
protective factors for marginalized students.
Researchers have found that social and psychological inclusion were positively related to
student outcomes. Students that were more socially included reported more positive school
experiences, a sense of recognition, and acceptance (Edmondson & Howe, 2019; Morgan &
Parker, 2017). Social inclusion benefited students because it increased acceptance, decreased
perceived stereotypes, and built mutual relationships between students (Nishina et al., 2019;
Odom et al., 2011). Excluded students were more likely to be disengaged and absent from school
(Juvonen et al., 2019). Social exclusion was related to lower GPA and academic achievement
(Buhs et al., 2006; Huynh & Fuligni, 2010). Social exclusion was also related to socio-emotional
outcomes. Students that were excluded were more likely to report higher levels of depression and
distress (Huynh & Fuligni, 2010).
Research also showed that psychological inclusion was positively related to student
outcomes. Research on sense of belonging and school connectedness showed that students who
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felt psychologically included are more likely to be enrolled in AP classes (Faircloth & Hamm,
2005). In another study, students were more likely to receive higher grades and higher graduation
rates (Nasir et al., 2011). Moreover, psychological inclusion was negatively related to behavior
problems (Newman et al., 2007). Additionally, psychological inclusion protected students from
suicidal ideation and attempts (Lensch et al., 2021).
Due to the positive relationship between inclusion and student outcomes, educators
should consider evaluating social and psychological inclusion in their schools. The research used
multiple ways to assess social and psychological inclusion, including interviews and adapting
rating scales. In California, many schools already administer the California Healthy Kids Survey.
The survey can potentially be adapted to measure social and psychological inclusion because
items on the survey relate to these concepts.
Implications
Schools can foster inclusion by monitoring the degree of inclusion on their campus.
Monitoring inclusion can guide schools in their implementation of interventions. Based on
student responses, they can implement policies that align with theories and practices to increase
inclusion in their schools (Benstead, 2019). Educators can create caring, supportive, and
welcoming environments to support social and psychological inclusion (O’Keeffe, 2013).
Juvonen et al. (2019) described how schools as an organization could unintentionally promote
exclusion through programs such as tracking and pull-out programs for Dual Language Learners
and students with special education services.
Juvonen et al. (2019) described how teachers’ actions such as grouping or categorizing
students and disciplinary referrals could promote exclusion. Koller et al. (2018) also
recommended effective teaching strategies to foster social inclusion. To promote inclusion,
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researchers recommended that schools monitor representation in activities and programs to
ensure that diverse students are included (Juvonen et al., 2019). They suggested that schools
support teachers in learning inclusive teaching strategies and increasing awareness about
possible bias. They mentioned promoting inclusion in extracurricular activities and clubs. They
suggested facilitating cross-group friendships by ensuring diversity in each classroom. Lastly,
researchers recommend antibias programs, multicultural curriculum, social-emotional learning
programs, and social norm approaches through student involvement (Juvonen et al., 2019).
Limitations
There were many limitations to this literature review. Initial searches yielded over 20,000
peer-reviewed articles. Articles were chosen based on relevance to the topic. Additionally,
multiple articles from the social inclusion research used qualitative approaches, which are not
designed to measure generalizability. Furthermore, the concepts of social and psychological
inclusion were measured differently across articles, which might bring into question whether
they measure the same construct. Lastly, psychological inclusion was identified as a mediator or
a moderator in different articles, suggesting the need for further investigation.
Despite these limitations, this literature review revealed potential protective factors for
marginalized groups. It revealed that the degree of social and psychological inclusion is
positively related to student outcomes. This literature focused on student outcomes; however,
regardless of data, researchers and educators have a moral obligation to promote and facilitate
the inclusion of all students.
Summary
Chapter 2 included a review of the history of inclusion in the United States and an
examination of why humans are prone to exclusion. Additionally, it defined the three levels of

29

inclusion (physical, social, and psychological) and outcomes that showed promising results.
Physical inclusion refers to a student’s physical presence. Social inclusion refers to a student’s
participation or engagement, and psychological inclusion refers to the student’s feelings on their
belongingness. Social and psychological inclusion or similar concepts showed positive
relationships with academic, social, and emotional student outcomes. These concepts have been
studied independently, so integrating levels may provide additional information on how they
affect student outcomes.
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology
This chapter discusses using items on the California Healthy Kid Survey (CHKS) to
investigate the relationship between inclusion in marginalized groups and student outcomes.
Specifically, it describes how items on the CHKS create a scale that examines inclusion and how
it will be used to study the relationship between inclusion and student outcomes (grades and
attendance) across diverse groups.
Unfortunately, a limited number of surveys specifically focus on the various dimensions
of inclusion. Many inclusion surveys focus on college students or adults in the workplace, while
surveys tailored for elementary and secondary students focus on school climate. In partnership
with the U.S. Department of Education, the National Center on Safe Supportive Learning
Environments (NCSSLE) created a compendium of valid and reliable school climate surveys
(NCSSLE, 2021). This list contains 27 student, parent, and staff surveys with descriptions and
links to reports. The student surveys measure similar concepts such as relationships, bullying,
connectedness, physical safety, and fairness. Of all the surveys, the only survey that explicitly
mentions inclusion is the REACH Survey, which mentions it in the context of cultural inclusion.
The California Healthy Kid Survey (CHKS) is the only survey using a resiliency framework. The
CHKS uses a strength-based approach, and over 73% of California school districts administer the
survey (CalSCHLS, 2021). For these reasons, the CHKS is of interest in exploring student
experiences of inclusion and outcomes.
The California Department of Education (CDE) and WestEd provided access to the
CHKS data through a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) on July 30, 2020. Furthermore,
Chapman University's Institutional Review Board (IRB) approved this study with exempt review
on December 6, 2021.
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Research Design
The following section explains the research design used to study the effects of inclusion
and member identification of a marginalized group on student outcomes. Through a nonexperimental research design using cross-sectional data, this study explores differences across
inclusion levels and marginalized groups in grades and attendance. Self-reported feelings of
belonging and engagement or participation in activities determined inclusion levels. The
marginalized groups of interest include students that have been historically excluded based on
race, ethnicity, and disability.
Participants
This study included students who completed the California Healthy Kids Survey during
the 2017-2018 and 2018-2019 academic school years. After implementing screening procedures
described in the data analysis section of this chapter, 887,658 cases remained in the study. Table
1 shows the demographic information of the participants included in this study after screening
and cleaning the data. The study included 7th, 9th, and 11th-grade students.
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Table 1
Demographics – School Year, Grade, Sex, Gender, Race, Ethnicity
Characteristic
School Year
2017-2018
2018-2019
Grade
7th
9th
11th
Non-traditional
Sex
Female
Male
Missing
Gender
Cisgender
Transgender
Unsure
Declined to Respond
Missing
Race
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African American
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
Mixed (two or more races)
White
Missing
Ethnicity
Latinx
Non-Latinx
Missing
Total

n (%)
484715 (54.6)
402943 (45.4)
323838 (36.5)
293408 (33.1)
246393 (27.8)
24019 (2.7)
425740 (48.0)
418654 (47.2)
43264 (4.9)
817894 (92.1)
7159 (1.0)
14461 (1.6)
27431 (3.1)
20713 (2.3)
33200 (3.7)
104063 (11.7)
34426 (3.9)
13415 (1.5)
373094 (42.0)
254280 (28.6)
75180 (8.5)
452415 (51.0)
427132 (48.1)
8111 (.9)
887658 (100.0)

Measurement
Description of CHKS
The California Department of Education created the California Healthy Kids Survey
(CHKS) as part of the California School Climate, Health, and Learning Surveys (CalSCHLS;
CalSCHLS, 2021). They designed the survey to improve student outcomes and well-being (see
Appendix A & B). The CHKS queries students about their adult relationships, expectations, and
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meaningful participation opportunities through a strength-based approach. Primary and
secondary students can complete the survey. The survey asked students to complete questions
regarding their sexual orientation, gender identity, race, parent education level, and primary
language at the secondary level. Students can also report their grades, attendance, substance use,
and other variables. The items on the survey composed scales such as social connectedness,
motivation, and caring relationships.
Reliability
Mahecha and Hanson (2020) described the psychometric properties of the CalSCHLS.
On the Secondary CHKS, the internal reliability coefficients exceeded .7, except for females'
Delinquency, which was .68. Additionally, they found a nine-factor model through confirmatory
factor analysis. They described the following factors: School Connectedness, Caring StaffStudent Relationships, Student Meaningful Relationships, Academic Motivation, Substance Use
at School, Violence Victimization, Harassment/Bullying Victimization, Delinquency, and
Promotion of Parental Involvement. The factor loading across all constructs ranged from .65 to
.94.
Variables
Inclusion
To examine inclusion on the CHKS, I composed a scale that asked questions about
feelings of belonging and engagement or participation in activities. To establish the scale's
content validity, I examined how social and psychological inclusion are defined and measured in
the literature (Black-Hawkins, 2010; Carney et al., 2020; Lensch et al., 2021). Table 2 shows the
items from the CHKS that reflect experiences of social and psychological inclusion in school.
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Table 2
Items on CHKS that Compose Inclusion Scale
Question
22. I feel close to people at this school
24. I feel like I am part of this school
35. At my school, there is a teacher or
adult who really cares about me
41. At school, I do interesting activities

Number of Response
Choices
5
5
4

Range
Strongly Disagree – Strongly Agree
Strongly Disagree – Strongly Agree
Not at all True – Very Much True

4

Not at all True – Very Much True

Validity. Previous research on social and psychological inclusion validated the selected
items from the CHKS that will represent inclusion (see Table 3). Researchers have measured
inclusion through records, observations, focus groups, interviews, and rating scales. Researchers
used participation in activities to measure social inclusion (Edmenson & Howe, 2019; Morgan &
Parker, 2017). Black-Hawkins (2010) proposed a framework for measuring social inclusion to
link it to academic outcomes using seven principles. The framework draws on the principles of
what is participation. The seven principles include:
"(1) Participation impacts upon all members of a school and all aspects of school life, (2)
is a never-ending process, closely connected to barriers of participation, (3) is concerned
with responses to diversity, (4) is distanced conceptually from notions of special
education needs (5) requires opportunities for learning to be active and collaborative for
all (6) necessitates the active right of members to 'join in' (7) is based on relationships of
mutual recognition and acceptance" (p. 28).
The three main sections of the framework included access (being there), collaboration (learning
together), and diversity (recognition and acceptance). This framework provides guidance for
measuring social inclusion in schools.
Psychological inclusion has been measured differently across studies; however, there are
some commonalities. Ma (2003) used a Likert scale to measure sense of belonging with
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questions such as "I feel like I belong at this school" (p. 344). Similarly, Carney et al. (2020)
used the same question to assess school connectedness. Some researchers used items in an
existing survey to measure school connectedness (Lensch et al., 2021). In the Youth Behavior
Risk Survey, Lensch et al. (2021) used items such as "How often do you feel close to people at
your school?" to represent inclusion. Faircloth and Hamm (2005) took into account multiple
variables to measure sense of belonging, such as time spent in extracurricular activities and
questions related to the student's relationship with the teacher.
Table 3
Validity of Inclusion Scale Based on Studies and Definitions
Question
22. I feel close to people at
this school

24. I feel like I am part of this
school

35. At my school, there is a
teacher or adult who really
cares about me

41. At school, I do interesting
activities

Level of
Inclusion
Psychological &
Social

Psychological

Psychological &
Social

Social

Reasoning

Studies and Definitions

Responses are
based on
perception and
relationships
with others

-

Responses are
based on
perception

-

Responses are
based on
perception and
relationships
with others

-

Based on
engagement in
school
activities

-

-

-

-

-

-
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Black-Hawkins (2010) Relationships of mutual
recognition and
acceptance
Lensch et al. (2021) Feeling close to others at
school
Ma (2003) - Feelings of
belonging
Carney et al. (2020) Feelings of belonging
Black-Hawkins (2010) Relationships of mutual
recognition and
acceptance
Lench et al. (2021) Feeling close to others at
school
Edmenson & Howe
(2019) - Participation in
activities
Morgan & Parker (2017)
- Participation in
activities
Black-Hawkins (2010) Opportunities for learning
are active

Reliability. I ran a reliability analysis to assess these items' internal reliability (DeVellis,
2017; Urdan, 2017). A Cronbach's alpha of .7 and above is considered an adequate or acceptable
reliability coefficient (DeVellis, 2017; Nunally, 1978; Urdan, 2017). Furthermore, principal
components analysis can reveal the dimensionality of the scale. An eigenvalue ≥ 1 will reveal the
number of factors in the items (Urdan, 2017). Furthermore, the factor loading will reveal the
strength of the correlations.
To establish the internal consistency of the inclusion scale, I analyzed the reliability of
the scale. All items were positive in the interitem correlation matrix and ranged from 0.303 to
0.556. The inclusion scale had acceptable or adequate internal consistency with a Cronbach's
alpha of .71.
When conducting the principal components analysis (PCA), I checked for the suitability
of the data. The correlations between the test items were .3 and above. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
Value was .706, exceeding the recommended value of .6 (Kaiser, 1970; Pallant, 2016), and
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity reached statistical significance. The PCA revealed the presence of
one factor with an eigenvalue of 2.15, which explained 53.75% of the variance. The scree plot
revealed a break after the first component. The component matrix showed that the values loaded
strongly on the first component. Overall, the inclusion scale was reliable and unidimensional.
Once I computed the variable by adding the values, I ran a frequency analysis. The totals
ranged from four to 18. The average score was 12.39. The scores were negatively skewed, with
more students reporting higher degrees of inclusion than lower degrees of inclusion. For this
study, the lowest 16th percentile and highest 16th percentile were utilized as markers to
distinguish between low, medium, and high. I categorized points between 4 to 9 as low inclusion,
10 to 14 as medium inclusion, and 15 to 18 as high inclusion.
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Combining Social and Psychological Inclusion. Although social inclusion and
psychological inclusion examine different aspects of inclusion, they are combined in this study to
understand the effects of overall inclusion on academic outcomes. Furthermore, Figure 1 and
Table 3 show the interconnections of these constructs, showing that to feel included, one must be
socially included first, so at times, the items of the CHKS overlap in terms of the level of
inclusion. Lastly, the reliability analysis supports its use as one measure. Therefore, in this
dissertation, I will discuss social and psychological inclusion as a unifying construct from this
point forward.
Marginalized Groups
Questions on the CHKS asked students about their race, ethnicity, and disability. The
questions and answer choices are described below. Because each category has a group that has
received historical privilege, I strategically coded them as the last category so they could be the
reference group in statical analyses. Tabachnick and Fidell (2019) described the importance of
coding variables because it affects the directionality of results.
Race. Question six on the CHKS asked students about their race. Question six asked
students to indicate if they were American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African
American, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, White, or Mixed (two or more) races. I analyzed
race as a predictor variable to examine differences across groups. I recoded responses so that
people who identified as White were the last group and, therefore, the comparison group in the
analyses described later in this chapter.
Ethnicity. Question five asked students if they identified as Hispanic or Latino. They
indicated "yes" or "no." I also analyzed ethnicity as a predictor variable. I recoded responses so
that people who indicated "no" were the comparison group.
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Disability. The CHKS survey does not explicitly ask students if they have a disability.
However, item 119 asks students to indicate the number of times they have been bullied or
harassed for a physical or mental disability. I recoded this variable to students who have
experienced bullying for a physical or mental health disability and those who have not. I coded
students who were not bullied for a physical or mental disability last so that they would be the
comparison group in the analyses explained below. I also analyzed the presence of bullying as a
predictor variable. Note, students who reported they had not experienced bullying for a physical
or mental disability may, in fact, have a disability but did not report bullying for a disability. In
this study, disability refers explicitly to students with disabilities that have experienced bullying
because of their disabilities.
Student Outcomes
The student outcomes included in this study were self-reported grades and attendance.
The following sections describe the CHKS items that examined grades and attendance.
Grades
I examined grades as a student outcome. On the CHKS, question 18 asked students about
their grades. Students chose from the following options: Mostly A's, A's and B's, Mostly B's, B's
and C's, Mostly C's, C's and D's, Mostly D's, and Mostly F's. After running a frequency analysis,
I recoded Mostly A's as 4, As and Bs and Mostly Bs as 3, Bs and Cs and Mostly C's as 2, and the
lower three categories as 1. This variable is categorical or ordinal. For ease in interpretation in
the analyses, I will describe a 4 as above average grades, 3 as high average grades, 2 as low
average grades, and 1 as below average grades. Table 4 shows the transformation of the original
items to the description.
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Table 4
Transformation of Student Reported Grades
Description
Above Average
High Average

Ordinal Rank
4
3

n (%)
191793 (21.6)
377925 (42.6)

Low Average

2

220864 (24.9)

Below Average

1

94075 (10.6)

Original Items
Mostly As
As and Bs
Mostly Bs
Bs and Cs
Mostly Cs
Cs and Ds
Mostly Ds
Mostly Fs

Attendance
I also examined attendance as a student outcome. Question 19 asked students to report
the number of times they have been absent in the last 30 days. Students chose one of the
following options: I did not miss any days of school in the past 30 days, 1 day, 2 days, or 3 or
more days. I recoded this variable as 4 for "I did not miss any days of school," 3 for "1 day," 2
for "2 days," and 1 for "3 or more days." This variable is also categorical or ordinal.
Data Analysis Plan
I used SPSS Version 26 for analysis. Before analyzing the data, I screened and cleaned
the data (Pallant, 2016). I checked for errors in the variables by examining the frequencies and
descriptives (Pallant, 2016). Furthermore, I identified invalid response items and removed
inconsistent, exaggerated, incorrect, or unreliable cases. The validity check questions asked
students about their use of a fake drug, alcohol consumption, honesty on the survey, and
exaggerated race. If students indicated fake drug use, exaggerated their alcohol use,
inconsistently reported on their alcohol use, reported dishonesty, or selected all possible racial
identities, they earned 1 point for each response. If students responded with two or more items
indicating untruthful responses, I removed them from the data set. Additionally, schools typically
administer the CHKS to 7th, 9th, and 11th-grade students, so 8th, 10th, and 12th-grade students
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may have completed the survey a second time. I removed even-numbered grades from the data
set to avoid counting students twice in the study. The sample started with 1,162,288 cases and
ended with 887,658.
The preliminary analysis included identifying and excluding data, assessing normality,
and checking outliers (Pallant, 2016). Lastly, I recoded or transformed the variables as
mentioned above. The analysis aimed to answer the following research question: how does
inclusion and identification as a member of a historically marginalized group affect student
outcomes?
The following section outlines the research questions and planned analyses in this study:
Research Questions
RQ 1: What is the relationship between inclusion and student outcomes?
RQ 1a: What is the relationship between inclusion and grades?
Variables: Inclusion as the independent variable with three groups; grades as the outcome
variable
Analysis: The Kruskal-Wallis H Test was used to compare group means; Post Hoc MannWhitney U tests compared which groups were statistically different
RQ 1b: What is the relationship between inclusion and student attendance?
Variables: Inclusion as the independent variable with three groups; attendance as the
outcome variable
Analysis: The Kruskal-Wallis H Test was used to compare group means; Post Hoc MannWhitney U tests compared which groups were statistically different
RQ 2: What is the relationship between inclusion, race, and student outcomes?
RQ 2a: What is the relationship between inclusion, race, and grades?
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Variables: Inclusion and race as predictor variables; grades as the outcome variable
Analysis: Multinomial Logistic Regression predicted grades based on inclusion and race
Figure 3
Multinomial Logistic Regression with Inclusion, Race, and Grades
Predictors

Outcome

Inclusion:
Low
Medium
High

Grades:
Below Average
Low Average
High Average
Above Average

Race:
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African American
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
Mixed (two or more races)
White

RQ 2b: What is the relationship between inclusion, race, and student attendance?
Variables: Inclusion and race as predictor variables; attendance as the outcome variable
Analysis: Multinomial Logistic Regression predicted attendance based on inclusion and
race
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Figure 4
Multinomial Logistic Regression with Inclusion, Race, and Attendance
Predictors

Outcome

Inclusion:
Low
Medium
High

Attendance:
3 or more days absent
2 days absent
1 day absent
0 days absent

Race:
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African American
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
Mixed (two or more races)
White

RQ 3: What is the relationship between inclusion, ethnicity, and student outcomes?
RQ 3a: What is the relationship between inclusion, ethnicity, and grades?
Variables: Inclusion and ethnicity as predictor variables; grades as the outcome variable
Analysis: Multinomial Logistic Regression predicted grades based on inclusion and
ethnicity
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Figure 5
Multinomial Logistic Regression with Inclusion, Ethnicity, and Grades
Predictors

Outcome

Inclusion:
Low
Medium
High

Grades:
Below Average
Low Average
High Average
Above Average

Ethnicity:
Latinx
Non-Latinx

RQ 3b: What is the relationship between inclusion, ethnicity, and student attendance?
Variables: Inclusion and ethnicity as predictor variable; attendance as the outcome
variable
Analysis: Multinomial Logistic Regression predicted attendance based on inclusion and
ethnicity
Figure 6
Multinomial Logistic Regression with Inclusion, Ethnicity, and Attendance
Predictors

Outcome

Inclusion:
Low
Medium
High

Attendance:
3 or more days absent
2 days absent
1 day absent
0 days absent

Ethnicity:
Latinx
Non-Latinx
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RQ 4: What is the relationship between inclusion, presence of bullying for a physical or mental
disability, and student outcomes?
RQ 4a: What is the relationship between inclusion, presence of bullying for a physical or mental
disability, and grades?
Variables: Inclusion and presence of bullying for a physical or mental disability as
predictor variables; grades as the outcome variable
Analysis: Multinomial Logistic Regression predicted grades based on inclusion and
presence of bullying for a physical or mental disability
Figure 7
Multinomial Logistic Regression with Inclusion, Disability, and Grades
Predictors

Outcome

Inclusion:
Low
Medium
High

Grades:
Below Average
Low Average
High Average
Above Average

Disability:
Presence of bullying for a disability
No bullying for a disability

RQ 4b: What is the relationship between inclusion, presence of bullying for a physical or mental
disability, and student attendance?
Variables: Inclusion and presence of bullying for a physical or mental disability as
predictor variables; attendance as the outcome variable
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Analysis: Multinomial Logistic Regression predicted attendance based on inclusion and
presence of bullying for a physical or mental disability
Figure 8
Multinomial Logistic Regression with Inclusion, Disability, and Attendance
Predictors

Outcome

Inclusion:
Low
Medium
High

Attendance:
3 or more days absent
2 days absent
1 day absent
0 days absent

Disability:
Presence of bullying for a disability
No bullying for a disability

RQ 5: How do the relationships vary across marginalized groups?
Analysis: Descriptive analysis; Informal examination of odds ratios to examine the
relationship across groups
Statistical Analyses
Kruskal Wallis H Test
Description
The Kruskal Wallis H Test is a nonparametric technique that compares group means
(Pallant, 2016). The parametric alternative is a one-way between-subjects analysis of variance
(ANOVA). I did not utilize ANOVAs in this study due to variables violating assumptions, such
as homogeneity of variance. The Kruskal Wallis H Test was used to compare the means of
student outcomes (grades, attendance) across inclusion degrees.
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Assumptions
To use the Kruskal Wallis H Test, the data must be randomly sampled (Pallant, 2016).
Furthermore, it assumes independent observations, so each student is only counted once across
the groups. Additionally, the independent variable must have three or more categories. The
dependent variable can be continuous or ordinal. RQ1 met these assumptions.
Interpretation
The result from a Kruskal Wallis H Test includes a chi-square value, degrees of freedom,
and the significance level (Pallant, 2016). If p < .05, the researcher can determine a statistically
significant difference in the dependent variable across groups (Pallant, 2016). Next, you can
interpret the Mean Rank. The Mean Rank explains which group has the highest-ranking when
considering the highest score in the dependent variable. I can also use the Median value to
interpret the data, which shows the median value in each group. Pallant (2016) recommends
conducting additional Mann-Whitney U Tests and applying a Bonferroni adjustment to the alpha
values to understand which groups are statistically different.
Mann Whitney U Test
Description
The Mann-Whitney U is the nonparametric alternative to an Independent Samples T-Test
(Pallant, 2016). The Mann Whitney U Test was used in Post Hoc analyses to determine which
groups were statistically different in student outcomes across two inclusion degrees at a time
(e.g., low and high, medium and high, low and medium).
Assumptions
Like the Kruskal Wallis H-Test, the Mann-Whitney U Test assumes that the data is
randomly sampled and independence of observations (Pallant, 2016). The independent variable
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must have two categories, and the dependent variable should be ordinal or continuous. Since I
used the Mann-Whitney U as a post hoc analysis, two of three categories in the independent
variable were in each analysis. The post hoc analyses met the assumptions for a Mann-Whitney
U Test.
Interpretation
The results of a Mann-Whitney U include the Mann-Whitney U value, the Standardized
Test Statistic, and the significance. The Standardized Test Statistic is like a z score. If p < .05,
there are statistically significant differences across the two groups. The Mean Rank describes the
direction of the difference across the two groups.
The researcher can calculate the effect size using the Standardized Test Statistic and the
total number of cases (r = z / square root of N). Cohen's (1988) criteria can be used to describe
the size of the effect (.1 = small, .3 = medium, .5 = large).
Logistic Regression
Description
Regression describes the relationships between variables (Urdan, 2017). It delineates a
predictor and dependent variable while also making predictions. A predictor variable is like an
independent variable, and a dependent variable is the outcome variable. Although these variables
are distinguished, the researcher cannot assume causality. The researcher can make predictions
of the value of the dependent variable depending on the value of the predictor variable. There are
distinct regression analyses such as Multiple Regression, Hierarchical Regression, and Logistic
Regression. The variables determine which analysis is most appropriate for a given study.
Studies utilize logistic regression when the dependent variable is categorical or ordinal (Pallant,
2016). Categorical variables are nominal variables, which are variables that use categories or
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names. The variables in this study were categorical and ordinal, and therefore, logistic regression
analyzed the relationship between inclusion, membership of a marginalized group, and student
outcomes.
Logistic regression predicts an outcome based on categorical predictors or independent
variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). Note, this study will use the term “predict” to describe
the patterns in self-reported student outcomes based on categorical predictors, including race and
ethnicity. The term “predict” does not refer to the cause of an outcome or the characteristics of a
group.
Logistic regression most commonly refers to Binary Logistic Regression. In Binary
Logistic regression, the dependent variable has two categories. In Multinomial Logistic
regression, the dependent variable has more than two categories.
Assumptions
Logistic regression does not assume the normal distribution of scores (Pallant, 2016;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). However, it still assumes that the predictor variables are not
strongly correlated (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). Furthermore, the predictor variables can be
continuous or categorical, and the dependent variable should be categorical or ordinal (Pallant,
2016; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019).
Due to the nature of ordinal data, I intended to use ordinal logistic regression for RQ 2 to
4. However, each analysis violated the proportional odds assumption, which made the
interpretation of the odds ratios invalid (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). The variables for RQ 2 to
RQ 4 met the assumptions for multinomial logistic regression. Pallant (2016) recommended
assessing multicollinearity using the same method used for multiple regression but focusing on
the Coefficients table. If the variables are not highly correlated, the Tolerance values should be
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greater than .1. All Tolerance values for each analysis were greater than .1, indicating that the
predictor variables were not highly correlated. Therefore, the analyses met the assumptions for
multinomial logistic regression.
Interpretation
When interpreting results from a logistic regression analysis, the researcher checks that
the Case Processing Summary shows the expected number of cases (Pallant, 2016). The Model
Fitting Information (-2 log-likelihood) reveals the model's overall goodness of fit (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2019). A significant result indicates a good fit. The Goodness-of-Fit table also shows the
model's Pearson and Deviance goodness of fit. A significant result indicates a poor fit.
Tabachnick and Fidell (2019) highlighted that any deviation from the model in large samples
may result in a statistically significant result and, therefore, does not provide useful information.
Cox and Snell R Square and Nagelkerke R Square are pseudo-R squares, which take into account
sample size (Pallant, 2016; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). They indicate the variation the model
explains in the dependent variables. The Likelihood Ratio Tests provide the significance of each
predictor variable. A p < .05 reveals that the variable is significant in the model. The
classification table provides the percentage of how well the model predicts the category. The
same classification table shows the sensitivity and specificity of the model. Sensitivity refers to
the percentage that the model accurately identifies with a characteristic (true positives), and
specificity refers to the percentage the model accurately identifies without the characteristic (true
negatives). The Wald test reveals each variable's contribution, and a P-Value ˂ .05 reveals if the
contribution is significant.
In logistic regression, the B value tells the researcher the directionality of the relationship
and predicts the dependent variable. Exp(B) provides odds ratios. The odds ratio tells the
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researcher how many times the person is more likely to be in a category when the predictor's
value increases by one value (Gelman et al., 2020). For categorical values, the analysis compares
each category to a reference group specified in the model (Pallant, 2016; Tabachnick & Fidell,
2019). When the odds ratio is less than 1, this signifies a decrease in the likelihood of the
predicted category. When the odds ratio is greater than 1, this signifies an increase in the
likelihood of the predicted category. An odds ratio of 1 indicates the predictor variable did not
significantly predict the outcome. The closer the odds ratio is to 1, the smaller the effect
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). In the medical field, Chen et al. (2010) proposed using the
following criteria to interpret the effect size of odds ratios: 1.68 = small, 3.47 = medium, 6.71 =
large. When the odds ratio is < 1, the reverse would be .60 =small, .29 = medium, and .15 =
large. To invert an odds ratio of less than one, I divided 1 by the odds ratio. Lastly, Tabachnick
and Fidell (2019) recommended analyzing results in terms of means or percentages when
examining relationships.
Summary
The California Healthy Kids Survey (CHKS) was used to study inclusion, membership of
a marginalized group, and student outcomes. There were multiple ways to analyze inclusion and
student outcomes. The statistical method's selection depended on multiple factors, including the
type of variables, number of variables, nature of the data, and research question. The CHKS
included items related to social and psychological inclusion, identity, and academic performance
or behavior. When examining inclusion as the independent variable and either attendance or
grades as the dependent variable, a Kruskal Wallis H Test was used to examine group differences
because of the nonparametric data. I executed multinomial logistic regression analyses by
examining inclusion as one predictor/independent variable and race, ethnicity, or disability as the
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second independent variable, with self-reported grades or attendance as the outcome/dependent
variable. The multinomial logistic regression analyses revealed if the predictor variables
significantly predicted the outcome variables. Understanding potential differences amongst
groups can motivate school interventions so that all students succeed.
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Chapter 4: Results
This chapter presents the analysis of variables from the California Healthy Kids Survey
(CHKS). First, I describe a primary analysis of the variables of interest. Then, I answer the
research questions through statistical analyses and conclude with a summary of the results.
Preliminary Analysis
The preliminary analysis examined frequencies between inclusion, membership of a
marginalized group, and student outcomes. Specifically, I examined experiences of inclusion
across race, ethnicity, and disability to search for proportionality when comparing rates of high
and low inclusion to the total percentage of each group. Additionally, I examined experiences of
inclusion across self-reported grades and attendance to search for trends when comparing high
and low inclusion rates to the total percentage of each group. Lastly, I examined differences
across marginalized groups in self-reported grades and data.
Descriptive Statistics
After screening the data, 887,658 cases remained in the dataset. The totals for the original
inclusion variable ranged from four to 18, with an average of 12.39. The scores were negatively
skewed, with more students reporting higher degrees of inclusion than lower degrees of
inclusion. The lowest 16th percentile and highest 16th percentile were utilized as markers to
distinguish between low, medium, and high degrees of inclusion.
Tables 5 to 8 show a preliminary analysis of inclusion degrees, marginalized groups, and
student outcomes. Table 5 shows reported inclusion degrees for race, ethnicity, and disability.
When comparing low and high inclusion to medium inclusion, some disproportionality is
evident. For example, Black and Mixed students were overrepresented in low inclusion.
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Furthermore, Asian students and white students were underrepresented in low inclusion.
Mixed students were underrepresented in high inclusion, and White students were
overrepresented in high inclusion. Similarly, Latinx students were overrepresented in low
inclusion and underrepresented in high inclusion. Non-Latinx students were underrepresented in
low inclusion and overrepresented in high inclusion. Students bullied for a physical or mental
disability were overrepresented in low inclusion and underrepresented in high inclusion. Students
who were not bullied for a physical or mental disability were overrepresented in high inclusion
and underrepresented in low inclusion.
Table 5
Demographics –Race, Ethnicity, Disability Across Degrees of Inclusion
Characteristic

Race
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African American
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
Mixed (two or more races)
White
Ethnicity
Latinx
Non-Latinx
Disability
Bullied for a disability
Not bullied for a disability
Total

Low
Inclusion
n (%)

Medium
Inclusion
n (%)

High
Inclusion
n (%)

Total
Population
%

6284 (4.7)
13968 (10.6)
6868 (5.2)
2116 (1.6)
67274 (50.8)
35797 (27.1)

192202 (4.2)
61617 (13.4)
18503 (4.0)
7668 (1.7)
213912 (46.7)
137282 (30.0)

6947 (4.1)
26859 (13.1)
8020 (3.9)
3372 (1.6)
83523 (40.7)
76609 (37.3)

4.1
12.9
4.2
1.7
45.8
31.4

84708 (58.0)
61459 (42.0)

262421 (52.7)
235091 (47.3)

94598 (43.7)
122580 (56.4)

51.3
48.7

10965 (7.5)
134879 (92.5)
147456

18557 (3.7)
479083 (96.3)
501908

5733 (2.6)
211696 (97.4)
219002

4.1
95.9
100

Table 6 shows reported inclusion degrees and reported grades. Students who reported
below average and low average grades are overrepresented in the low inclusion group and
underrepresented in the high inclusion group. Students who reported high average and above
average grades are underrepresented in the low inclusion group and overrepresented in the high
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inclusion group. Overall, there appeared to be a trend where reported grades increased as
students reported increasing inclusion degrees.
Table 6 also shows reported inclusion degrees and reported attendance. Students who
reported 3 or more days absent or 2 days absent a month were overrepresented in the low
inclusion group and underrepresented in the high inclusion group. Students with no absences
were underrepresented in the low inclusion group and overrepresented in the high inclusion
group. Similar to grades, there appeared to be a trend when reported attendance improved as
students reported increasing inclusion degrees.
Table 6
Student Outcomes Across Inclusion Degrees
Student Outcome

Grades
Below Average
Low Average
High Average
Above Average
Attendance
3 or more days absent per month
2 days per month
1 day per month
No Absences
Total

Low
Inclusion
n (%)

Medium
Inclusion
n (%)

High
Inclusion
n (%)

Total
Population
%

28805 (19.6)
45772 (31.2)
53691 (36.6)
18604 (12.7)

51169 (10.2)
130302 (26.0)
219665 (43.9)
99301 (19.8)

11405 (5.2)
39463 (18.1)
96882 (44.3)
70784 (32.4)

10.6
24.9
42.8
21.8

30639 (20.9)
25644 (17.5)
31305 (21.3)
59041 (40.3)
147456

68886 (13.8)
78218 (15.7)
113031 (22.6)
239218 (47.9)
501908

22852 (10.5)
29528 (13.5)
50070 (23.0)
115524 (53.0)
219002

14.2
15.4
22.5
47.9
100

Note. Below Average grades refer to Cs and Ds, Mostly Ds, and Mostly Fs. Low Average grades
refer to Bs and Cs, and Mostly Cs. High Average grades refer to As and Bs, and Mostly Bs.
Above Average grades refer to Mostly As.
Table 7 shows students’ self-reported grades across race, ethnicity, and disability. Per
percentages, there appeared to be a higher representation of American Indian or Alaska Native,
Black or African American, and Mixed students reporting Below Average grades than Above
Average grades. Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander students appeared to be proportionally
represented across self-reported grades. Additionally, there appeared to be a higher
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representation of Asian and Whites students reporting Above Average grades than Below
Average grades. Similarly, more Non-Latinx students reported Above Average grades than
Below Average grades. Alternatively, more Latinx students reported Below Average grades than
Above Average grades. There also appeared to be an increase in students who reported bullying
for a mental or physical disability reporting below average grades instead of above average
grades. Lastly, there appeared to be an increase in students who reported no bullying for a
physical or mental disability reporting above average grades.
Table 7
Grades Across Race, Ethnicity, Disability
Characteristic

Race
American Indian
Asian
Black
Native Hawaiian
Mixed
White
Ethnicity
Latinx
Non-Latinx
Disability
Bullied for a disability
Not bullied for a disability
Total

Below
Average
n (%)

Low
Average
n (%)

High
Average
n (%)

Above
Average
n (%)

Total
% of
N

5125 (6.1)
3059 (3.6)
4703 (5.6)
1229 (1.5)
50987 (60.7)
18835 (22.4)

10680 (5.4)
11245 (5.7)
11113 (5.6)
3156 (1.6)
110192 (55.6)
51693 (26.1)

13144 (3.8)
45808 (13.2)
14142 (4.1)
6139 (1.8)
154925 (44.7)
112314 (32.4)

4143 (2.3)
43701 (24.0)
4310 (2.4)
2846 (1.6)
55843 (30.7)
70877 (39.0)

4.1
12.8
4.2
1.7
45.9
31.3

63706 (68.4)
29399 (31.6)

139987 (64.0)
78762 (36.0)

188398 (50.3)
186192 (49.7)

58764 (30.9)
131588 (69.1)

51.4
48.6

5907 (6.4)
86959 (93.6)
94075

10249 (4.7)
208309 (95.3)
220864

14301 (3.8)
360288 (96.2)
377925

5506 (2.9)
185030 (97.1)
191793

4.1
95.9
100

Note. Below Average grades refer to Cs and Ds, Mostly Ds, and Mostly Fs. Low Average grades
refer to Bs and Cs, and Mostly Cs. High Average grades refer to As and Bs, and Mostly Bs.
Above Average grades refer to Mostly As.
Table 8 shows self-reported attendance in the last 30 days across race, ethnicity, and
disability. Compared to Table 7, the differences across attendance are smaller. American Indian
or Alaska Native, Black or African American, and Mixed students appear to be overrepresented
in reporting 3 or more days absent per month versus not being absent any days this month. Asian
students appear to be overrepresented in reporting no absences in a month versus reporting 3 or
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more days absent. Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander students appear to proportionally
represented across self-reported attendance. White students appear to be overrepresented in
reporting 1 day absent per month compared to no absences per month. Latinx students were
disproportionally represented in reporting 3 or more days absent than no absences. Alternatively,
Non-Latinx students were disproportionately represented in reporting no absences in the last 30
days versus 3 or more days absent. There also appeared to be an overrepresentation of students
who have not been bullied for a physical or mental disability reporting no absences compared to
3 or more days absent in the last 30 days. Lastly, there was an overrepresentation of students
who had been bullied for a physical or mental disability reporting 3 or more days absent versus
reporting no absences.
Table 8
Attendance Across Race, Ethnicity, Disability
Characteristic

Race
American Indian
Asian
Black
Native Hawaiian
Mixed
White
Ethnicity
Latinx
Non-Latinx
Disability
Bullied for a disability
Not bullied for a
disability
Total

Total
% of
N

3 or more
days
n (%)

2 days

1 day

No Absences

n (%)

n (%)

n (%)

5158 (4.5)
6918 (6.0)
6182 (5.4)
2039 (1.8)
59488 (51.9)
34935 (30.5)

5424 (4.4)
8642 (6.9)
5829 (4.7)
2046 (1.6)
61871 (49.7)
40705 (32.7)

7293 (4.0)
17706 (9.7)
7027 (3.9)
2785 (1.5)
84091 (46.3)
62734 (34.5)

15097 (3.9)
70539 (18.2)
15176 (3.9)
6488 (1.7)
165426 (42.7)
114753 (29.6)

4.1
12.8
4.2
1.7
45.9
31.3

70773 (56.9)
53547 (43.1)

75776 (55.9)
59663 (44.1)

102274 (51.9)
94653 (48.1)

200779 (48.0)
217464 (52.0)

51.4
48.6

7502 (6.1)
116478 (93.9)

6398 (4.7)
128798 (95.3)

7887 (4.0)
188856 (96.0)

14066 (3.4)
404695 (96.6)

4.1
95.9

125406

136524

198582

422241

100

Tables 5 to 8 show disproportionality across race, ethnicity, and disability in reported
inclusion, grades, and attendance. Furthermore, there appeared to be a trend in grades and
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attendance across inclusion, with improving grades and attendance as inclusion increased. The
primary analysis will describe the significance and effect of these relationships.
Primary Analysis
The primary analysis includes answering five main research questions with sub-questions
using Kruskal Wallis H Tests, Mann Whitney U Post Hoc Tests, and multinomial logistic
regression. The variables included from the California Healthy Kid Survey (CHKS) include
inclusion, membership of a marginalized group (race, ethnicity, and presence of bullying for a
disability), and student outcomes (self-reported grades and attendance).
RQ 1: What is the relationship between inclusion and student outcomes?
RQ 1a: What is the relationship between inclusion and grades?
The variables in RQ 1a included inclusion (low, medium, high) and student self-reported
grades (above average, high average, low average, below average). Since the variables violated
the assumptions for an ANOVA, a Kruskal Wallis Test was most appropriate to analyze the
results for these variables. The Kruskal Wallis Test compared students' self-reported grades
based on their inclusion degree. Table 9 shows median grades across inclusion degrees. Table 4
shows that a ranking of 4 refers to above average grades, 3 refers to high average, 2 refers to low
average, and 1 refers to below average.
A Kruskal Wallis Test revealed a statistically significant difference in grades across
degrees of inclusion (Gp1, n = 146,872: low, Gp2, n = 500,437: medium, Gp3, n = 218,534:
high), χ² (2, n = 865,843) = 40,240.38, p <.001. Medium and high inclusion had a higher median
score (Md = 3) than low inclusion (Md = 2), high average grades versus low average grades. Post
Hoc analysis using Mann-Whitney U test revealed which groups were different from each other.
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Table 9
Median Self-Reported Grades by Inclusion Degrees
Inclusion
Low
Medium
High

n
146872
500437
218534

Median
2
3
3

Mean Rank
348618.85
425589.82
506370.82

Std. deviation
.943
.893
.843

Note. 3 refers to high average grades, and 2 refers to low average grades.
Table 10 shows results for each group comparison. Because I ran three different tests to
compare each degree of inclusion, I applied a Bonferroni adjustment, the alpha level of .05 was
divided by 3, which set the alpha level to .017. The Mann-Whitney U test revealed significant
differences in grades of students who reported low inclusion (Md = 2, n =146,872) and medium
inclusion (Md = 3, n = 500,437), U = 30,087,968,827.00, z = -111.74, p < .001, r = .13. It also
showed statistically significant differences between low inclusion (Md = 2, n = 146,872) and
high inclusion (Md = 3, n = 218,534), U = 10,328,613,677.50, z = -192.71, p < .001, r = .32.
Lastly, the tests revealed statistically significant differences in grades between medium inclusion
(Md = 3, n = 218,534) and high inclusion (Md = 3, n=218,534), U = 44,349,834,672.50, z =
-111.736, p < .001, r = .16. The effect sizes were small to medium, with the largest effect
between low and high inclusion (r = .32).
Table 10
Mann Whitney U Post Hoc Comparison of Self-Reported Grades by Inclusion Degrees
Groups
Low – Medium
Low – High
Medium – High

n
647309
365406
718971

U
30087968827.00
10328613677.50
44349834672.50

z
-111.736
-192.705
-135.473

p
.000
.000
.000

r
.13
.32
.16

RQ 1b: What is the relationship between inclusion and student attendance?
The variables in RQ 1b included degree of inclusion (low, medium, high) and student
self-reported attendance (3 or more days absent a month, 2 days, 1 day, 0 days). Since the
variables violated the assumptions for an ANOVA, a Kruskal Wallis H Test was most
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appropriate to analyze the results for these variables. The Kruskal Wallis H Test compared
students' self-reported attendance based on their inclusion degree. Table 11 shows median
attendance across inclusion degrees. For ease in interpretation, 4 refers to 3 or more days absent
in the last 30 days, 3 refers to 1 day absent, 2 refers to 2 days absent, and 1 refers to no absences.
A Kruskal Wallis Test revealed a statistically significant difference in student attendance
across degrees of inclusion (Gp1, n = 146,629: low, Gp2, n = 499,353: medium, Gp3, n =
217,974: high), χ² (2, n = 863,956) = 9,246.66, p <.001. Students who experienced high inclusion
(Md = 4) had better attendance than students who experienced medium and low inclusion (Md =
3), no absences versus 1 day absent in the last 30 days.
Table 11
Median Self-Reported Attendance by Inclusion Degrees
Inclusion
Low
Medium
High

n
146629
499353
217974

Median
3
3
4

Mean Rank
385782.22
432724.59
461345.09

Std. deviation
1.174
1.089
1.025

Note. 3 refers to 1 day absent in the last 30 days, and 4 refers to no absences in the last 30 days.
Similar to the test above, I ran three different tests to compare each degree of inclusion.
Table 12 shows the results for each comparison. I applied a Bonferroni adjustment, the alpha
level of .05 was divided by 3, which set the alpha level to .017. The Mann-Whitney U test
revealed statistically significant differences in attendance of students who reported low inclusion
(Md = 3, n = 146,629) and medium inclusion (Md = 3, n = 499,353), U = 32,619,496,808.50, z =
-67.65, p < .001, r = .08. It also showed statistically significant differences between low
inclusion (Md = 3, n = 146,629) and high inclusion (Md = 4, n = 217,974), U =
13,197,259,185.00, z = -95.62, p < .001, r = .16. Lastly, the tests revealed statistically significant
differences in grades between medium inclusion (Md = 3, n = 499,353) and high inclusion (Md =
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4, n = 217,974), U = 50,805,228,805.00, z = -48.31, p < .001, r = .06. The effect sizes were
small, with the largest effect when comparing low inclusion and high inclusion (r = .16).
Table 12
Mann Whitney U Post Hoc Comparison of Self-Reported Attendance by Inclusion Degrees
Groups
Low – Medium
Low – High
Medium – High

n
645982
364603
717327

U
32619496808.50
13197259185.00
50805228805.00

z
-67.654
-95.622
-48.312

p
.000
.000
.000

r
.08
.16
.06

RQ 2: What is the relationship between inclusion, race, and student outcomes?
RQ 2a: What is the relationship between inclusion, race, and grades?
A multinomial logistic regression predicted the likelihood of a student's self-reported
grades (above average, high average, low average, below average) based on their reported
inclusion degree (low, medium, high) and race. Reported grades were the dependent variable,
with above average grades as the reference group. Inclusion and race were the predictor
variables. The results of this model are in Table 13.
The full model was statistically significant, χ² (21, n = 793,846) = 97,299.81, p < .001,
relative to a baseline model with no predictors. Pearson (p < .001) and Deviance (p < .001) were
statistically significant; however, this is expected with a large sample size (Paul et al., 2012;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). A large sample size increases the likelihood of a significant result
when there are small deviances from the proposed model. Tabachnick and Fidell (2019) stated
that the goodness of fit results for a large sample provides no practical importance. For large
samples, Paul et al. (2012) and Heckmann et al. (2013) recommended sampling the large sample.
When I ran the same analysis and randomly selected 1% of the cases (n = 8,597), Pearson (p =
.166) and Deviance (p = .178) were not statistically significant, indicating a good fit.
Furthermore, Mckinley and Mills (1985) recommended using the likelihood ratio chi-square
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procedure when assessing fit because it showed fewer errors in rejecting the proposed model. In
the analysis with the large sample size, the likelihood ratio tests revealed statistically significant
results for race (p < .001) and inclusion (p < .001). The model explained 11.5% (Cox and Snell
R²) to 12.5% (Nagelkerke R²) of the variance in self-reported grades and correctly classified
43.3% of cases.
Per the likelihood ratio test, race and inclusion were significant main effects when
predicting self-reported grades. Compared to students who reported high inclusion, students who
reported low inclusion were 9 times more likely to report below average grades (OR 9.24), 4
times more likely to report low average grades (OR 4.26), and twice as likely to report high
average grades (OR 2.08) versus reporting above average grades. Compared to students who
reported high inclusion degrees, students who reported medium inclusion degrees were 3 times
more likely to report below average grades (OR 3.18), 2 times more likely to report low average
grades (OR 2.34), and 67% [(1.67 - 1) x 100] more likely to report high average grades (OR
1.67) versus reporting above average grades.
Compared to students identified as White, students who identified as American Indian or
Alaska Native were 4 times more likely to report below average grades (OR 4.35), 3 times more
likely to report low average grades (OR 3.32), and almost twice as likely to report high average
grades (OR 1.93) versus reporting above average grades. Compared to students identified as
White, students who identified as Asian were 76% [(1 - .24) x 100] less likely to report below
average grades (OR .24), 67% [(1 - .33) x 100] less likely to report low average grades (OR .33)
and 36% [(1 - .64) x 100] less likely to report high average grades (OR .64) versus reporting
above average grades.
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Compared to students who identified as White, students who identified as Black or
African American were 3 times more likely to report below average grades (OR 3.80), 3 times
more likely to report low average grades (OR 3.40), and twice as likely to report high average
grades (OR 2.04) versus reporting above average grades. Compared to students identified as
White, students who identified as Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander were 54% [(1.54 - 1) x
100] more likely to report below average grades (OR 1.54), 46% [(1.46 - 1) x 100] more likely to
report low average grades (OR 1.46), and 33% [(1.33 - 1) x 100] more likely to report high
average grades (OR 1.33) versus reporting above average grades. Compared to students
identified as White, students who identified as Two or More Races were 3 times more likely to
report below average grades (OR 3.18), twice as likely to report low average grades (OR 2.56),
and 70% [(1.70 - 1) x 100] more likely to report high average grades (OR 1.70) versus reporting
above average grades.
When examining the model, the largest odds ratios were evident when predicting Below
Average Grades versus Above Average Grades. Specifically, there was a large effect when
predicting below average grades versus above average grades when a student experienced low
inclusion (OR 9.24) instead of high inclusion. Additionally, medium effects were evident for
American Indian or Alaska Native (OR 4.25) and Black (OR 3.8) students when they were
compared to White students in predicting below average grades versus above average grades.
Medium effects were also evident for Asian (OR .24) students when compared to white students;
however, they were less likely to report below average grades versus high average grades.
Lastly, small effects were evident for Mixed (OR 3.18) students when compared to White
students in predicting below average grades versus above average grades.
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Table 13
Logistic Regression Predicting Self-Reported Grades Based on Inclusion Degree and Race
95% C.I. for
Odds Ratio

Grades
Below
Average
Grades

Low
Average
Grades

High
Average
Grades

Predictor
Low
Medium
High
American Indian
Asian
Black
Native Hawaiian
Mixed
White
Low
Medium
High
American Indian
Asian
Black
Native Hawaiian
Mixed
White
Low
Medium
High
American Indian
Asian
Black
Native Hawaiian
Mixed
White

B
2.223
1.158
0
1.446
-1.426
1.334
.430
1.158
0
1.449
.852
0
1.200
-1.113
1.222
.377
.940
0
.731
.480
0
.659
-.455
.715
.288
.528
0

S.E.
.015
.012

Wald
22736.300
9031.314

.023
.021
.023
.036
.011

3910.375
4676.684
3240.697
141.938
12091.897

.011
.008

15893.275
11100.754

.020
.012
.019
.027
.008

3747.932
8169.187
3984.192
193.855
13971.929

.010
.007

5001.553
5390.543

.019
.008
.018
.023
.007

1240.681
2953.947
1510.689
150.370
5712.903

df
1
1
0
1
1
1
1
1
0
1
1
0
1
1
1
1
1
0
1
1
0
1
1
1
1
1
0

p
.000
.000

Odds
Ratio
Exp(B)
9.238
3.183

Lower
8.975
3.108

Upper
9.509
3.260

.000
.000
.000
.000
.000

4.245
.240
3.798
1.538
3.183

4.057
.231
3.627
1.433
3.118

4.442
.250
3.976
1.651
3.250

.000
.000

4.258
2.343

4.163
2.307

4.355
2.381

.000
.000
.000
.000
.000

3.320
.329
3.396
1.458
2.560

3.195
.321
3.269
1.383
2.521

3.450
.337
3.527
1.538
2.601

.000
.000

2.076
1.617

2.035
1.596

2.119
1.637

.000
.000
.000
.000
.000

1.932
.635
2.043
1.334
1.695

1.863
.624
1.971
1.274
1.672

2.004
.645
2.118
1.397
1.719

Note. The reference category is Above Average Grades. The parameters for high degrees of
inclusion and White are set to zero because they are redundant. Below Average grades refer to
Cs and Ds, Mostly Ds, and Mostly Fs. Low Average grades refer to Bs and Cs, and Mostly Cs.
High Average grades refer As and Bs, and Mostly Bs. Above Average grades refer to Mostly As.
Table 14 shows the frequencies of self-reported grades based on inclusion and race. For
each racial group, the rate of below average grades increased as the degree of inclusion
decreased. Additionally, the rate of above average grades increased as the degree of inclusion
increased. When comparing the rate of below average grades for students who experienced low
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inclusion, marginalized groups reported higher rates than White students, with the exception of
Asian students, who reported lower rates than White students. In contrast, when comparing the
rate of above average grades for students who experienced high inclusion, marginalized students
reported lower rates of above average grades than White students, with the exception of Asian
students who reported the highest rates of above average grades.
Table 14
Observed Frequencies of Self-Reported Grades Based on Inclusion and Race
Race
American
Indian or
Alaska Native
Asian

Black or
African
American
Native
Hawaiian or
Pacific Islander
Mixed (two or
more races)

White

Grades
Below Average
Low Average
High Average
Above Average
Below Average
Low Average
High Average
Above Average
Below Average
Low Average
High Average
Above Average
Below Average
Low Average
High Average
Above Average
Below Average
Low Average
High Average
Above Average
Below Average
Low Average
High Average
Above Average

Low inclusion (%)
24.6
34.7
32.7
7.9
6.7
16.8
45.5
31.0
21.4
35.0
34.2
9.3
17.1
30.4
37.6
14.9
22.9
33.8
34.1
9.2
16.3
28.8
39.7
15.1

Medium Inclusion (%)
14.7
33.3
40.3
11.8
2.7
11.1
46.1
40.1
13.0
33.4
41.9
11.7
8.8
23.4
47.6
20.2
13.2
30.7
42.4
13.7
7.4
22.0
45.9
24.7

High Inclusion (%)
8.9
27.1
44.9
19.0
1.4
6.8
39.0
52.8
8.1
27.8
46.7
17.4
4.8
19.4
47.7
28.0
7.4
23.3
45.9
23.4
3.1
13.3
43.5
40.1

RQ 2b: What is the relationship between inclusion, race, and student attendance?
A multinomial logistic regression predicted the likelihood of student self-reported
attendance (3 or more days absent, 2 days absent, 1 day absent, or 0 days absent) based on their
reported inclusion degree and race. Reported attendance was the dependent variable, with 0 days
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absent as the reference group. Inclusion and race were the predictor variables. Table 15 shows
the results of the model.
The model revealed statistically significant results, χ² (21, n = 792,013) = 30,696.94, p <
.001, in comparison to a model with no predictors. Pearson (p < .001) and Deviance (p < .001)
were statistically significant; however, this is expected with a large sample size because it
increases the power in the analysis, which means that small deviances from the model may result
in a significant result (Paul et al., 2012; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). When I ran the same
analysis and randomly selected 1% of the cases (n = 7,859), Pearson (p = .430) and Deviance (p
= .461) were not statistically significant, indicating the model is a good fit. With the large
sample, the likelihood ratio tests revealed statistically significant results for race (p < .001) and
inclusion (p < .001). The model explained 3.8% (Cox and Snell R²) to 4.1% (Nagelkerke R²) of
the variance in self-reported attendance and classified 48% of cases correctly.
Per the likelihood ratio tests, both inclusion and race were significant main effects when
predicting self-reported attendance. Compared to students who reported high inclusion, students
who reported low inclusion were twice as likely to report 3 or more days absent per month (OR
2.56), 68% [(1.54 - 1) x 100] more likely to report 2 days per month (OR 1.68), and 23% [(1.23 1) x 100] more likely to report 1 day per month (OR 1.23) versus reporting no absences a month.
Compared to students who reported high inclusion degrees, students who reported medium
inclusion degrees were 46% [(1.46 - 1) x 100] more likely to report 3 or more days absent per
month (OR 1.46), 29% [(1.29 - 1) x 100] more likely to report 2 days a month (OR 1.29), and
10% [(1.10 - 1) x 100] more likely to report 1 day per month (OR 1.10) versus reporting no
absences a month.
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Compared to students who identified as White, students who identified as American
Indian or Alaska Native were 5% [(1.05 - 1) x 100] more likely to report 3 or more days absent
per month (OR 1.05), and 13% [(1 - .87) x 100] less likely to report 1 day per month (OR .87)
versus reporting no absences. Compared to students who identified as White, students who
identified as Asian were 69% [(1 - .31) x 100] less likely to report 3 or more days absent per
month (OR .31), 66% [(1 - .34) x 100] less likely to report 2 or more days (OR .34), and 54% [(1
- .46) x 100] less likely to report 1 day per month (OR .46) versus reporting 0 days absent. In
other words, Asian students were more likely to report no absences instead of any absences when
compared to White students. Compared to students who identified as White, students who
identified as Black or African American were 25% [(1.25 - 1) x 100] more likely to report 3 or
more days absent per month (OR 1.25), 4% [(1.04 - 1) x 100] more likely to report 2 or more
days (OR 1.04), and 16% [(1 - .84) x 100] less likely to report 1 day per month (OR .84) versus
reporting 0 days absent. Compared to students identified as White, students who identified as
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander were 12% [(1 - .88) x 100] less likely to report 2 or more
days (OR .88), and 22% [(1 - .78) x 100] less likely to report 1 day per month (OR .78) versus
reporting 0 days absent. In other words, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander students were more
likely to report 0 days absent a month versus 1 or 2 days absent a month compared to White
students. Compared to students who identified as White, students who identified as Two or More
Races were 12% [(1.12 - 1) x 100] more likely to report 3 or more days absent per month (OR
1.12), 2% [(1.02 - 1) x 100] more likely to report 2 or more days (OR 1.02), and 9% [(1 - .91) x
100] less likely to report 1 day per month (OR .91) versus reporting 0 days absent.
When examining the entire model, inclusion and race were stronger predictors of 3 or
more days absent in the last 30 days versus no absences in the last 30 days. The results showed
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small effects when predicting 3 or more days absent versus no absences when students
experience low inclusion (OR 2.56) versus high inclusion. The results also showed a small effect
when predicting 3 or more days absent versus no absences when comparing Asian students to
White students, indicating Asian (OR .32) students were less likely to be absent 3 or more days.
The remaining odds ratios for race were below 1.68, indicating very small effects.
Table 15
Logistic Regression Predicting Self-Reported Attendance Based on Inclusion Degree and Race
95% C.I. for
Odds Ratio

Att
3 or
more
days
absent

2 days
absent

1 day
absent

Predictor
Low
Medium
High
American Indian
Asian
Black
Native Hawaiian
Mixed
White
Low
Medium
High
American Indian
Asian
Black
Native Hawaiian
Mixed
White
Low
Medium
High
American Indian
Asian
Black
Native Hawaiian
Mixed
White

B
.940
.379
0
.047
-1.157
.227
-.006
.113
0
.520
.255
0
-.022
-1.078
.044
-.134
.022
0
.203
.096
0
-.140
-.786
-.180
-.247
-.086
0

S.E.
.011
.009

Wald
7782.942
1856.160

.018
.014
.017
.027
.008

7.287
6650.894
185.450
.045
202.977

.010
.008

2460.060
997.013

.017
.013
.017
.026
.008

1.732
6983.822
6.838
25.865
8.198

.009
.007

477.400
201.433

.015
.010
.015
.023
.007

83.919
6364.601
135.801
111.623
168.111

df
1
1
0
1
1
1
1
1
0
1
1
0
1
1
1
1
1
0
1
1
0
1
1
1
1
1
0

p
.000
.000

Odds
Ratio
Exp(B)
2.559
1.462

Lower
2.506
1.437

Upper
2.613
1.487

.007
.000
.000
.833
.000

1.049
.315
1.254
.994
1.119

1.013
.306
1.214
.944
1.102

1.085
.323
1.296
1.048
1.137

.000
.000

1.682
1.290

1.648
1.270

1.717
1.311

.188
.000
.009
.000
.004

.978
.340
1.045
.875
1.022

.946
.332
1.011
.831
1.007

1.011
.349
1.080
.921
1.037

.000
.000

1.225
1.100

1.203
1.086

1.248
1.115

.000
.000
.000
.000
.000

.869
.456
.835
.781
.918

.844
.447
.810
.746
.906

.896
.464
.861
.818
.930

Note. The reference category is No Absences. The parameters for high degrees of inclusion and
White are set to zero because they are redundant.
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Table 16 shows the relationship between race, inclusion, and attendance by showing the
observed frequencies. For each racial group, the rate of 3 or more days absent in the last 30 days
increased as the degree of inclusion decreased. Furthermore, the rate of no absences in the last
30 days increased as the degree of inclusion increased. When comparing the rates of 3 or more
days absent for students who experienced low inclusion and the rates of no absences for students
who experienced high inclusion, there were few differences between racial groups, with the
exception of Asian students. Asian students reported lower rates of 3 or more absences when
they experienced low inclusion than other racial groups. Additionally, Asian students reported
higher rates of no absences when they experienced high inclusion.
Table 16
Observed Frequencies of Self-Reported Attendance Based on Inclusion and Race
Race
American
Indian or
Alaska Native
Asian

Black or
African
American
Native
Hawaiian or
Pacific Islander
Mixed (two or
more races)

White

Attendance
3 or more days
2 days
1 day
No Absences
3 or more days
2 days
1 day
No Absences
3 or more days
2 days
1 day
No Absences
3 or more days
2 days
1 day
No Absences
3 or more days
2 days
1 day
No Absences
3 or more days
2 days
1 day
No Absences

Low inclusion (%)
21.6
17.2
21.3
39.9
10.2
10.2
17.6
62.0
25.1
18.0
19.8
37.1
21.3
17.0
20.0
41.7
22.5
18.5
21.4
37.7
21.2
18.3
23.1
37.3
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Medium Inclusion (%)
14.8
17.0
22.4
45.8
6.4
8.2
17.0
68.3
17.4
17.4
20.4
44.7
14.7
15.4
21.1
48.8
15.6
16.9
23.0
44.6
13.8
16.6
24.8
44.8

High Inclusion (%)
12.3
14.3
22.1
51.4
5.4
7.5
16.7
70.4
13.2
15.0
21.5
50.2
12.3
14.2
21.0
52.6
11.9
14.6
23.0
50.5
10.2
14.1
25.5
50.2

RQ 3: What is the relationship between inclusion, ethnicity, and student outcomes?
RQ 3a: What is the relationship between inclusion, ethnicity, and grades?
A multinomial logistic regression predicted the likelihood of a student's self-reported
grades (above average, high average, low average, below average) based on their reported
inclusion degree (low, medium, high) and ethnicity (Latinx, Non-Latinx). Reported grades were
the dependent variable, with above average grades as the reference group. Inclusion and ethnicity
were the predictor variables. Table 17 shows the results of this model.
The full model was statistically significant, χ² (9, n = 858,513) = 93,066.20, p < .001,
relative to a baseline model with no predictors. Pearson (p < .001) and Deviance (p < .001) were
statistically significant; however, this is expected with a large sample size (Paul et al., 2012;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). When I ran the same analysis and randomly selected 1% of the
cases (n = 8,554), Pearson (p = .245) and Deviance (p = .256) were not statistically significant,
indicating the model is a good fit. With the large sample, the likelihood ratio tests revealed
statistically significant results for ethnicity (p < .001) and inclusion (p < .001). The model
explained 10.3% (Cox and Snell R²) to 11.1% (Nagelkerke R²) of the variance in self-reported
grades and classified 42.8% of cases correctly.
Per the likelihood ratio tests, both inclusion and ethnicity were significant main effects
when predicting self-reported grades. Compared to students who reported high inclusion,
students who reported low inclusion were 8 times more likely to report below average grades
(OR 8.72), 4 times more likely to report low average grades (OR 4.05), 2 times more likely to
report high average grades (OR 2.00) versus reporting above average grades. Compared to
students who reported high inclusion, students who reported medium inclusion were
approximately 3 times more likely to report below average grades (OR 2.97), 2 times more likely
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to report low average grades (OR 2.20), 56% [(1.56 - 1) x 100] more likely to report high
average grades (OR 1.56) versus reporting above average grades.
Compared to students who did not identify as Latinx, students who identified as Latinx
were 4 times more likely to report below average grades (OR 4.58), 3 times more likely to report
low average grades (OR 3.82), 2 times as likely to report high average grades (OR 2.21) than
above average grades.
When the model predicts grades based on inclusion and ethnicity, the predictions were
stronger when predicting below average grades. The model showed a large effect when
predicting below average grades versus above average grades when a student experienced low
inclusion (OR 8.72) instead of high inclusion. Furthermore, there were medium effects when
predicting below average grades versus above average grades when Latinx students (OR 4.58)
were compared to Non-Latinx students. The effect sizes for predicting low average grades and
high average grades were small to medium.
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Table 17
Logistic Regression Predicting Self-Reported Grades Based on Inclusion Degree and Ethnicity
95% C.I. for
Odds Ratio

Grades
Below
Average
Grades

Low
Average
Grades

High
Average
Grades

Predictor
Low
Medium
High
Latinx
Non-Latinx
Low
Medium
High
Latinx
Non-Latinx
Low
Medium
High
Latinx
Non-Latinx

B
2.165
1.088
0
1.521
0
1.398
.789
0
1.340
0
.695
.442
0
.793
0

S.E.
.014
.012

Wald
23604.014
8667.222

.009

29399.534

.011
.008

16116.121
10265.291

.007

38684.475

.010
.006

4856.021
4826.278

.006

17339.973

df
1
1
0
1
0
1
1
0
1
0
1
1
0
1
0

p
.000
.000

Odds
Ratio
Exp(B)
8.718
2.968

Lower
8.480
2.901

Upper
8.962
3.037

.000

4.575

4.496

4.655

.000
.000

4.047
2.201

3.960
2.168

4.135
2.235

.000

3.817

3.767

3.869

.000
.000

2.004
1.555

1.965
1.536

2.044
1.575

.000

2.211

2.185

2.237

Note. The reference category is Above Average Grades. The parameters for high degrees of
inclusion and Non-Latinx are set to zero because they are redundant. Below Average grades refer
to Cs and Ds, Mostly Ds, and Mostly Fs. Low Average grades refer to Bs and Cs, and Mostly Cs.
High Average grades refer to As and Bs, and Mostly Bs. Above Average grades refer to Mostly
As.
Table 18 shows the frequencies of self-reported grades based on inclusion and ethnicity.
For ethnicity, the rate of below average grades increased as the degree of inclusion decreased.
Also, the rate of above average grades increased as the degree of inclusion increased. When
comparing the rate of below average grades for students who experienced low inclusion, Latinx
students reported higher rates than Non-Latinx students. When comparing the rate of above
average grades for students who experienced high inclusion, Latinx students reported lower rates
of above average grades than Non-Latinx students.
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Table 18
Observed Frequencies of Self-Reported Grades Based on Inclusion and Ethnicity
Ethnicity
Latinx

Non-Latinx

Grades
Below Average
Low Average
High Average
Above Average
Below Average
Low Average
High Average
Above Average

Low inclusion (%)
23.2
34.7
33.8
8.3
14.7
26.3
40.3
18.8

Medium Inclusion (%)
13.4
32.0
42.6
12.0
6.7
19.4
45.3
28.6

High Inclusion (%)
7.8
25.0
46.8
20.4
3.2
12.7
42.4
41.7

RQ 3b: What is the relationship between inclusion, ethnicity, and student attendance?
A multinomial logistic regression predicted the likelihood of a student's reported
attendance (3 or more days absent, 2 days absent, 1 day absent, or 0 days absent) based on their
reported inclusion degree (low, medium, high) and ethnicity (Latinx, Non-Latinx). Reported
attendance was the dependent variable, with no absences as the reference group. Inclusion and
ethnicity were the predictor variables. The results for this model are in Table 19.
The full model was statistically significant, χ² (9, n = 856,651) = 13,939.27, p < .001,
relative to a baseline model with no predictors. Pearson (p < .001) and Deviance (p < .001) were
statistically significant; however, this is expected with a large sample size (Paul et al., 2012;
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). When I ran the same analysis and randomly selected 1% of the
cases (n = 8,529), Pearson (p = .106) and Deviance (p = .105) were not statistically significant,
indicating the model is a good fit. In the large sample analysis, the likelihood ratio tests revealed
statistically significant results for ethnicity (p < .001) and inclusion (p < .001). The model
explained 1.6% (Cox and Snell R²) to 1.8% (Nagelkerke R²) of the variance in self-reported
attendance and correctly classified 47.9% of cases.
The likelihood ratio test showed that both inclusion and ethnicity were significant main
effects when predicting self-reported attendance. Compared to students who reported high
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inclusion, students who reported low inclusion were twice as likely to report 3 or more days
absent per month (OR 2.52), 63% [(1.63 - 1) x 100] more likely to report 2 days per month (OR
1.63), and 20% [(1.20 - 1) x 100] more likely to report 1 day per month (OR 1.20) versus
reporting 0 days absent a month. Compared to students who reported high inclusion degrees,
students who reported medium inclusion degrees were 42% [(1.42 - 1) x 100] more likely to
report 3 or more days absent per month (OR 1.42), 25% [(1.25 - 1) x 100] more likely to report 2
days a month (OR 1.25), and 8% [(1.08 - 1) x 100] more likely to report 1 day per month (OR
1.08) versus reporting 0 days absent. Compared to students who did not identify as Latinx,
students who identified as Latinx were 36% [(1.36 - 1) x 100] more likely to report 3 or more
days absent per month (OR 1.36), 34% [(1.34 - 1) x 100] more likely to report 2 days per month
(OR 1.34), and 16% [(1.16 - 1) x 100] more likely to report 1 day per month (OR 1.16) versus
reporting no absences a month.
When the model predicted attendance based on inclusion and ethnicity, the effect sizes
were stronger when predicting 3 or more days absent in the last 30 days versus no absences in
the last 30 days. Specifically, there were small effects when predicting 3 or more days absent
when the student experienced low inclusion (OR 2.52) versus high inclusion. The remaining
effect sizes in the model were very small.
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Table 19
Logistic Regression Predicting Self-Reported Attendance Based on Inclusion Degree and
Ethnicity
95% C.I. for
Odds Ratio

Att
3 or
more
days
absent
2 days
absent

1 day
absent

Predictor
Low
Medium
High
Latinx
Non-Latinx
Low
Medium
High
Latinx
Non-Latinx
Low
Medium
High
Latinx
Non-Latinx

B
.923
.349
0
.309
0
.490
.220
0
.294
0
.182
.073
0
.148
0

S.E.
.010
.008

Wald
8213.191
1685.401

.007

2169.284

.010
.008

2401.034
802.418

.006

2121.421

.009
.007

419.338
126.856

.006

712.665

df
1
1
0
1
0
1
1
0
1
0
1
1
0
1
0

p
.000
.000

Odds
Ratio
Exp(B)
2.518
1.417

Lower
2.468
1.394

Upper
2.569
1.441

.000

1.363

1.345

1.380

.000
.000

1.633
1.246

1.601
1.227

1.665
1.265

.000

1.342

1.326

1.359

.000
.000

1.199
1.076

1.179
1.062

1.220
1.090

.000

1.160

1.147

1.172

Note. The reference category is No Absences. The parameters for high degrees of inclusion and
Non-Latinx are set to zero because they are redundant.
Table 20 shows the frequencies of self-reported attendance based on inclusion and
ethnicity. For ethnicity, the rate of 3 or more days absent increased as the degree of inclusion
decreased. Additionally, the rate of no absences increased as the degree of inclusion increased.
When comparing the rate of 3 or more days absent for students who experienced low inclusion,
Latinx students reported higher rates than Non-Latinx students. When comparing the rate of no
absences for students who experienced high inclusion, Latinx students reported lower rates than
Non-Latinx students.
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Table 20
Observed Frequencies of Self-Reported Attendance in the Last 30 Days Based on Inclusion and
Ethnicity
Ethnicity
Latinx

Non-Latinx

Attendance
3 or more days
2 days
1 day
No Absences
3 or more days
2 days
1 day
No Absences

Low inclusion (%)
22.0
18.4
21.5
38.0
19.3
16.2
21.2
43.3

Medium Inclusion (%)
15.1
17.0
23.1
44.8
12.4
14.2
22.2
51.3

High Inclusion (%)
11.8
14.9
23.0
50.8
9.5
12.5
23.0
55.0

RQ 4: What is the relationship between inclusion, presence of bullying for a disability, and
student outcomes?
RQ 4a: What is the relationship between inclusion, presence of bullying for a physical or
mental disability, and grades?
A multinomial logistic regression predicted the likelihood of a student's self-reported
grades (above average, high average, low average, below average) based on their reported
inclusion degree (low, medium, high) and the presence of bullying for a disability for a physical
or mental disability (bullied, not bullied). Reported grades were the dependent variable, with
above average grades as the reference group. Inclusion and presence of bullying were the
predictor variables. The results of this model are in Table 21.
The full model was statistically significant, χ² (9, n = 858,494) = 42,960.70, p < .001,
relative to a baseline model with no predictors. Pearson (p < .001) and Deviance (p < .001) were
statistically significant; however, this is expected with a large sample size (Paul et al., 2012;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). When I ran the same analysis and randomly selected 1% of the
cases (n = 8,430), Pearson (p = .088) and Deviance (p = .145) were not statistically significant,
indicating the model is a good fit. In the analysis with the large sample, the likelihood ratio tests
revealed statistically significant results for the presence of bullying (p < .001) and inclusion (p <
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.001). The model explained 4.9% (Cox and Snell R²) to 5.3% (Nagelkerke R²) of the variance in
self-reported grades and correctly classified 42.8% of cases.
The likelihood ratio test identified inclusion and presence of bullying as significant main
effects when predicting self-reported grades. Compared to students who reported high inclusion,
students who reported low inclusion were 9 times more likely to report below average grades
(OR 9.38), 4 times more likely to report low average grades (OR 4.36), 2 times more likely to
report high average grades (OR 2.09) versus above average grades. Compared to students who
reported high inclusion, students who reported medium inclusion were 3 times more likely to
report below average grades (OR 3.18), 2 times more likely to report low average grades (OR
2.35), 61% [(1.61 - 1) x 100] more likely to report high average grades (OR 1.61) versus above
average grades.
Compared to students who reported no bullying, students who reported bullying for a
physical or mental disability were 81% [(1.81 - 1) x 100] more likely to report below average
grades (OR 1.81), 43% [(1.43 - 1) x 100] more likely to report low average grades (1.43), 24%
[(1.24 - 1) x 100] more likely to report high average grades (OR 1.24) versus reporting above
average grades.
When the model predicted grades based on inclusion and experience of bullying for a
disability, it showed the strongest predictions of below average grades and low average grades.
When the model predicted below average grades versus above average grades, there were large
effects when the student experienced low inclusion (OR 9.38) versus high inclusion.
Furthermore, the model showed medium effects when predicting low average grades versus
above average grades for students who experienced bullying for a physical or mental disability
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(OR 3.82) when compared to students who did not experience bullying. The remaining effect
sizes in the model were small to medium.
Table 21
Logistic Regression Predicting Self-Reported Grades Based on Inclusion Degree and Disability
95% C.I. for
Odds Ratio

Grades
Below
Average
Grades

Low
Average
Grades

High
Average
Grades

Predictor
Low
Medium
High
Bullying
No Bullying
Low
Medium
High
Bullying
No Bullying
Low
Medium
High
Bullying
No Bullying

B
2.238
1.157
0
.591
0
1.472
.853
0
1.340
0
.739
.478
0
.218
0

S.E.
.014
.012

Wald
25932.194
10080.222

.020

883.643

.011
.008

18588.904
12615.149

.007

38684.475

.010
.006

5570.218
5817.964

.016

177.776

df
1
1
0
1
0
1
1
0
1
0
1
1
0
1
0

p
.000
.000

Odds
Ratio
Exp(B)
9.378
3.181

Lower
9.126
3.110

Upper
9.637
3.254

.000

1.805

1.736

1.877

.000
.000

4.359
2.347

4.268
2.312

4.452
2.382

.000

3.817

3.767

3.869

.000
.000

2.094
1.614

2.054
1.594

2.135
1.634

.000

1.244

1.205

1.284

Note. The reference category is Above Average Grades. The parameters for high degrees of
inclusion and No Bullying are set to zero because they are redundant. Below Average grades
refer to Cs and Ds, Mostly Ds, and Mostly Fs. Low Average grades refer to Bs and Cs, and
Mostly Cs. High Average grades refer to As and Bs, and Mostly Bs. Above Average grades refer
to Mostly As.
Table 22 shows self-reported grades based on inclusion and the presence of bullying for a
physical or mental disability. The rate of below average grades increased as the degree of
inclusion decreased for students who did and did not experience bullying for a physical or mental
disability. Furthermore, the rate of above average grades increased as the degree of inclusion
increased. When comparing the rate of below average grades for students who experienced low
inclusion, students who experienced bullying for a physical or mental disability reported higher
rates than students who did not experience bullying for a disability. When comparing the rate of
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above average grades for students who experienced high inclusion, students who experienced
bullying for a physical or mental disability reported lower rates of above average grades than
students who did not experience bullying for a disability.
Table 22
Observed Frequencies of Self-Reported Grades Based on Inclusion and Presence of Bullying for
a Disability
Presence of
Bullying
Bullying

No
Bullying

Grades

Low inclusion (%)

Medium Inclusion (%)

High Inclusion (%)

23.6
30.4
34.0
12.0
19.2
31.2
36.8
12.7

14.4
29.2
41.4
15.0
10.0
25.9
44.0
20.1

8.9
22.2
45.9
23.0
5.1
17.9
44.3
32.7

Below Average
Low Average
High Average
Above Average
Below Average
Low Average
High Average
Above Average

RQ 4b: What is the relationship between inclusion, presence of bullying for a physical or
mental disability, and student attendance?
A multinomial logistic regression predicted the likelihood of a student's reported
attendance (3 or more days absent, 2 days absent, 1 day absent, or 0 days absent) based on their
reported inclusion degree (low, medium, high) and presence of bullying for a physical or mental
disability (bullied, not bullied). Reported attendance was the dependent variable, with no
absences as the reference group. Inclusion and presence of bullying were the predictor variables.
Table 23 shows the results of this model.
The full model was statistically significant, χ² (9, n = 856,646) = 11,574.10, p < .001,
relative to a baseline model with no predictors. Pearson (p < .001) and Deviance (p < .001) were
statistically significant; however, this is expected with a large sample size (Paul et al., 2012;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019). When I ran the same analysis and randomly selected 1% of the
cases (n = 8,408), Pearson (p = .748) and Deviance (p = .788) were not statistically significant,
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indicating the model is a good fit. In the analysis of all the cases, the likelihood ratio tests
revealed statistically significant results for the presence of bullying (p < .001) and inclusion (p <
.001). The model explained 1.3% (Cox and Snell R²) to 1.5% (Nagelkerke R²) of the variance in
self-reported attendance and correctly classified 47.9% of cases.
The likelihood ratio test showed that both inclusion and bullying for a physical or mental
disability were significant main effects when predicting self-reported attendance. Compared to
students who reported high inclusion, students who reported low inclusion were 2 times more
likely to report 3 or more days absent per month (OR 2.56), 68% [(1.68 - 1) x 100] more likely to
report 2 days per month (OR 1.68), and 25% [(1.25 - 1) x 100] more likely to report 1 day per
month (OR 1.25) versus reporting no absences in a month. Compared to students who reported
high inclusion degrees, students who reported medium inclusion degrees were 45% [(1.45 - 1) x
100] more likely to report 3 or more days absent per month (OR 1.45), 26% [(1.26 - 1) x 100]
more likely to report 2 days a month (OR 1.26) and 9% [(1.09 - 1) x 100] more likely to report 1
day per month (OR 1.09) versus reporting 0 days absent. Compared to students who reported no
bullying, students who reported the presence of bullying for a physical or mental disability were
65% [(1.65 - 1) x 100] more likely to report 3 or more days absent per month (OR 1.65), 35%
[(1.35 - 1) x 100] more likely to report 2 days per month (OR 1.35), and 18% [(1.18 - 1) x 100]
more likely to report 1 day per month (OR 1.18) versus reporting 0 days absent.
In this model, inclusion and the presence of bullying for a physical or mental disability
were stronger predictors when predicting 3 or more days absent in the last 30 days. The effects
were small when predicting 3 or more days absent versus no absences when students experienced
low inclusion (OR 2.56) instead of high inclusion. The remaining effect sizes in this model were
very small or small.
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Table 23
Logistic Regression Predicting Self-Reported Attendance Based on Inclusion Degree and
Disability
95% C.I. for
Odds Ratio

Att
3 or
more
days
absent
2 days
absent

1 day
absent

Predictor
Low
Medium
High
Bullying
No Bullying
Low
Medium
High
Bullying
No Bullying
Low
Medium
High
Bullying
No Bullying

B
.941
.370
0
.499
0
.518
.243
0
.299
0
.195
.085
0
.162
0

S.E.
.010
.008

Wald
8530.981
1907.872

.015

1105.851

.010
.008

2688.277
987.870

.016

363.390

.009
.006

482.777
172.164

.015

125.094

df
1
1
0
1
0
1
1
0
1
0
1
1
0
1
0

p
.000
.000

Odds
Ratio
Exp(B)
2.562
1.448

Lower
2.512
1.424

Upper
2.614
1.472

.000

1.648

1.600

1.697

.000
.000

1.679
1.276

1.647
1.256

1.713
1.295

.000

1.348

1.307

1.390

.000
.000

1.215
1.089

1.194
1.075

1.236
1.103

.000

1.176

1.143

1.210

Note. The reference category is No Absences. The parameters for high degrees of inclusion and
No Bullying are set to zero because they are redundant.
Table 24 shows the frequencies of self-reported attendance based on inclusion and
presence of bullying for a physical or mental disability. The rate of 3 or more days absent
increased as the degree of inclusion decreased for both students who experienced and did not
experience bullying for a physical or mental disability. In contrast, the rate of no absences
increased as the degree of inclusion increased. When comparing the rate of 3 or more days
absent for students who experienced low inclusion, students who experienced bullying for a
disability reported higher rates than students who did not experience bullying for a disability.
When comparing the rate of no absences for students who experienced high inclusion, students
who experienced bullying for a disability reported lower rates than students who did not
experience bullying for a disability.
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Table 24
Observed Frequencies of Self-Reported Attendance in the Last 30 Days Based on Inclusion and
Presence of Bullying for a Disability
Presence of
Bullying
Bullying

No
Bullying

Attendance
3 or more days
2 days
1 day
No Absences
3 or more days
2 days
1 day
No Absences

Low inclusion (%)

Medium Inclusion (%)

High Inclusion (%)

25.7
18.6
20.7
35.0
20.5
17.4
21.4
40.7

19.3
18.0
22.4
40.3
13.6
15.6
22.6
48.2

16.5
15.9
23.2
44.3
10.3
13.5
23.0
53.3

RQ 5: How do the relationships vary across marginalized groups?
Across the six models that examined inclusion, membership of a marginalized group, and
student outcomes, the largest effects were evident when comparing low inclusion to high
inclusion when predicting grades. When comparing the different models, the largest odds ratio
was in the model that included inclusion, presence of bullying for a mental or physical disability,
and grades. This model indicated that students who experienced low inclusion instead of high
inclusion were 9 times more likely to report below average grades versus above average grades
(OR 9.38). The models that included race (OR 9.24) and ethnicity (OR 8.72) also showed large
odds ratios when making this prediction. Using Chen et al.'s (2010) criteria, the three models
showed large effects.
The three models that predicted attendance showed small effect sizes. When examining
the different models that predicted attendance, the largest odds ratio was also when comparing
low inclusion versus high inclusion and predicting 3 or more days absence versus no days absent
(OR 2.52, OR 2.56, OR 2.56). The effect sizes of these odds ratios were small.
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When examining the three models that predicted grades, small to medium effects were
evident across marginalized groups. When examining the specific groups in each model for selfreported grades, Latinx students had the most considerable odds (OR 4.58) of reporting below
average grades instead of above average grades compared to students who did not identify as
Latinx. American Indian or Alaska Native students (OR 4.24), Black students (OR 3.8), and
Mixed students (OR 3.18) also had higher odds of reporting below average grades instead of
above average grades when compared to White students. In this model, Asian students were
more likely to report above average grades instead of below average grades when compared to
White students (OR 4.16). Interestingly, students who were bullied for a physical or mental
disability had the greatest odds of reporting low average grades versus above average grades
compared to students who did not experience bullying for a physical or mental disability (OR
3.82). These groups showed medium effects except for Mixed students who approached a
medium effect.
Lastly, when examining the three models that predicted grades, small effects were
evident across marginalized groups. When examining the different groups in each model for selfreported attendance, students who experienced bullying for a physical or mental disability had
the most substantial odds of reporting 3 or more days absent versus 0 days absent compared to
students who had not experienced bullying (OR 1.65). Latinx students had higher odds of
reporting 3 or more days absent versus 0 days when compared to students who are not Latinx
(OR 1.36). Black Students (OR 1.25), Mixed students (OR 1.12), and American Indian or Alaska
Native (OR 1.05) were more likely to report 2 or more days instead of 0 days absent when
compared to White Students. Similar to grades, Asian students were more likely to report 0 days

83

absent instead of 3 or more days absent when compared to white students (OR 3.13). Most of
these odds ratios were small, except for Asian students who showed a medium effect.
Overall, the largest effects were evident when predicting grades based on inclusion and
marginalized group membership. Small effects were evident when the models predicted
attendance based on inclusion and group membership. Lastly, experiences of inclusion showed
stronger effects in each model when comparing the effects of marginalized group membership.
Summary
Chapter 4 presented the results of the analysis described in Chapter 3. The preliminary
analysis revealed disproportionate experiences of inclusion where Black, Mixed, Latinx, and
students who reported bullying for a disability were overrepresented in experiencing low
inclusion. Meanwhile, White, Non-Latinx, and student who were not bullied for a disability were
overrepresented in experiencing high inclusion. Furthermore, preliminary analyses showed that
self-reported grades and attendance improved as inclusion degrees increased. The primary
analysis revealed differences in inclusion groups' self-reported grades and attendance, with the
greatest effects being between students who experienced low inclusion and high inclusion.
Additionally, the multinomial logistic regression analyses revealed statistically significant
predictions across the models that examined race, ethnicity, and the presence of bullying for a
disability. In other words, inclusion and membership of a marginalized group were significant
predictors of self-reported grades and attendance.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
This chapter summarizes the results for each research question and discusses the findings'
consistency or inconsistency with research. Then, it reviews the strengths and limitations of the
study, implications for practice, and future directions for research. This study utilized the
California Healthy Kids Survey (CHKS) to analyze the relationship between inclusion,
membership of a marginalized group, and student outcomes.
Findings
In the preliminary analysis, historically marginalized groups were overrepresented in low
inclusion and underrepresented in high inclusion. There appeared to be a trend with
overrepresentation in high inclusion for positive school outcomes and overrepresentation in low
inclusion for adverse school outcomes. These findings are consistent with research focused on
inclusion of students with disabilities. Generally, inclusion has led to positive school outcomes,
such as improvements in literacy tasks and access to post-secondary education (Dessementet et
al., 2012; Rojewski et al., 2015).
Furthermore, preliminary analyses also revealed disproportionate academic outcomes for
American Indian or Alaska Native students, Black or African American students, Mixed
students, Latinx students, and students who experienced bullying for a disability. These results
indicated lower self-reported grades and attendance than historically privileged groups. Findings
are consistent with research that has examined adverse disproportionate student outcomes
amongst marginalized groups (Grisson & Reddinh, 2016; Harry, 2013; Obiakor et al., 2012).
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Research Questions:
RQ 1: What is the relationship between inclusion and student outcomes?
Results reject the null hypothesis and support the alternative hypothesis, indicating that
the degree of inclusion affects student outcomes. The Kruskal Wallis H Test and Mann Whitney
U post hoc tests revealed that group differences exist in student outcomes depending on the
degree of inclusion. Specifically, students who experienced higher degrees of inclusion reported
higher grades. The largest effect size was between students who reported high inclusion (Md = 3,
high average grades) and students who reported low inclusion (Md = 2, low average grades; r =
.32), which is a medium effect. Students who reported higher degrees of inclusion also reported
fewer absences. The most pronounced effect between groups was also between students who
reported low inclusion (Md = 3, 1 day absent in the last 30 days) and those who reported high
inclusion (Md = 4, no absences in the last 30 days; r = .16), which is a small effect.
Results are consistent with Juvenon et al.'s (2019) literature review on social inclusion,
student engagement, absences, and academic performance. Students who experienced social
exclusion were more likely to disengage in school; they had more absences and lower academic
performance. The findings from this study are also consistent with concepts similar to inclusion.
Nasir et al. (2011) found that students who experienced interpersonal and institutional
connections received higher grades than students who experienced low connectedness. Lensch et
al. (2021) found that school connectedness predicted GPA and school years completed. Using
the CHKS, Jennings (2003) found that caring adult relationships were positively correlated with
GPA. Lastly, O’Malley et al. (2015) also found that students who endorsed positive school
climate perceptions were more likely to have higher GPAs.
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RQ 2: What is the relationship between inclusion, race, and student outcomes?
Results reject the null hypothesis and support the alternative hypothesis, indicating the
degree of inclusion and race predict student outcomes. Multinomial logistic regression revealed
that inclusion and race were significant predictors for self-reported grades. Notably, one of the
most substantial odds ratios showed that low inclusion, in comparison to high inclusion, was 9
times more likely to predict below average grades (Cs and Ds, Mostly Ds, Mostly Fs) in
comparison to above average grades (Mostly As). Additionally, race was a strong predictor of
below average grades for students who identified as American Indian or Alaska Native, Black or
African American, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander compared to students who identified as
White. Students who identified as Asian were less likely to report below average grades instead
of above average grades than students who identified as White. This pattern was also evident for
students reporting low average (Bs and Cs, Mostly Cs) and high average grades (As and Bs,
Mostly Bs) instead of above average grades (Mostly As). The analysis of frequencies showed
that when American Indian or Alaska Native, Black or African American, Native Hawaiian or
Pacific Islander, and Mixed students experienced low inclusion, more students reported below
average grades than White and Asian students who experienced low inclusion. Furthermore,
when students experienced high inclusion, more White and Asian students reported above
average grades than marginalized students.
Similarly, multinomial logistic regression showed that both inclusion and race were
significant predictors for self-reported attendance. Students who reported low inclusion and
medium inclusion, in comparison to high inclusion, were more likely to report 3 or more days
absent a month, 2 days absent, or 1 day absent, instead of reporting 0 days. Compared to White
students, American Indian or Alaska Native students were more likely to report 3 or more days
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absent a month and less likely to report 1 day absent a month versus 0 days a month. Compared
to White students, Asian students were less likely to report days absent versus 0 days. In
comparison to White students, Black students were more likely to report 3 or more days absent
and two days absent and less likely to report 1 day absent versus 0 days. Native Hawaiian or
Pacific Islander students were less likely to report 2 days absent or 1 day absent versus 0 days
compared to white students. Lastly, students who identified as Two or More Races were more
likely to report 3 or more days absent or 2 days absent and less likely to report 1 day absent
versus 0 days absent compared to White students. The frequency analysis revealed little to no
differences across racial groups.
These findings were also consistent with studies that examined concepts similar to
inclusion, diverse students, and academic outcomes. Voight et al. (2013) studied academic
outcomes for diverse students using the CHKS. Through logistic regression, they found that
school climate, personnel, resources, and student demographics predicted the likelihood of
beating the odds (higher scores in California Standards Tests and California High School Exit
Examination). Furthermore, in an analysis of diverse schools, Faircloth and Hamm (2005) found
that sense of belonging was related to GPA and enrollment in Advanced Placement or Honors
classes. Nasir et al. (2011) examined school connectedness in low-income high schools that were
predominantly Black students. Findings showed that relationships with peers and adults, and
attitudes and behaviors regarding their role as a student led to higher grades and graduation
rates.
RQ 3: What is the relationship between inclusion, ethnicity, and student outcomes?
Results reject the null hypothesis and support the alternative hypothesis, indicating the
degree of inclusion and ethnicity predict student outcomes. Multinomial logistic regression
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revealed that both inclusion and ethnicity were significant predictors of grades. Notably, students
who reported low inclusion instead of high inclusion were 8 times more likely to report below
average grades (Cs and Ds, Mostly Ds, Mostly Fs) than above average grades (Mostly As).
Students who reported low or medium inclusion versus high inclusion were more likely to report
below average (Cs and Ds, Mostly Ds, Mostly Fs), low average (Bs and Cs, Mostly Cs), or high
average grades (As and Bs, Mostly Bs) instead of above average grades (Mostly As). Also
significant, students who identified as Latinx were more than twice as likely to report below
average, low average, or high average grades instead of above average grades compared to
students who did not identify as Latinx. The frequency analysis showed that when students
experienced low inclusion, Latinx students reported higher rates of below average grades than
Non-Latinx students. When students experienced high inclusion, Non-Latinx students reported
higher rates of above average grades than Latinx students.
Multinomial logistic regression revealed that both inclusion and ethnicity were significant
predictors of attendance. Students who reported low or medium inclusion versus high inclusion
were more likely to report 3 or more days absent a month, 2 days absents, and 1 day absent
instead of reporting 0 days absent. Additionally, students who identified as Latinx were more
likely to report 3 or more days absent a month, 2 days absent, and 1 day absent instead of
reporting 0 days absent compared to students who did not identify as Latinx. The frequency
analysis showed that when students experienced low inclusion, Latinx students reported higher
rates of 3 or more days absent than Non-Latinx students. When students experienced high
inclusion, Non-Latinx students reported higher rates of no absences than Latinx students.
The results of this analysis are consistent with studies that examined similar concepts to
inclusion, ethnicity, and student outcomes. Huynh and Fuligni's (2010) found that Latin
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American youth who experienced discrimination were more likely to have a lower GPA.
Furthermore, Buhs et al. (2006) studied ethnically and economically diverse schools. They found
that peer exclusion and peer abuse predicted school disengagement. Nasir et al.’s (2011) findings
on higher grades and higher graduation rates for students who experienced school connections
also included Latinx youth.
RQ 4: What is the relationship between inclusion, presence of bullying for a physical or
mental disability, and student outcomes?
The results reject the null hypothesis and support the alternative hypothesis, indicating
that the degree of inclusion and presence of bullying for a disability predict student outcomes.
Multinomial logistic regression revealed that inclusion and the presence of bullying for a
physical or mental disability were significant predictors of grades. Like the other analyses,
students who reported low or medium inclusion instead of high inclusion were more likely to
report below average (Cs and Ds, Mostly Ds, Mostly Fs), low average (Bs and Cs, Mostly Cs), or
high average grades (As and Bs, Mostly Bs) instead of above average grades (Mostly As). Low
inclusion was a strong predictor of below average grades, indicating that students were 9 times
more likely to report below average grades instead of above average grades in comparison to
high inclusion. Students who identified the presence of bullying for a physical or mental
disability were also more likely to report below average, low average, and high average grades
instead of above average grades than students who did not identify the presence of bullying for a
physical or mental disability. The frequency analysis showed that when students experienced low
inclusion, students who experienced bullying for a disability reported higher rates of below
average grades than students who did not experience bullying for a disability. When students
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experienced high inclusion, students who did not experience bullying for a disability reported
higher rates of above average grades than students who experienced bullying for a disability.
Multinomial logistic regression revealed that inclusion and the presence of bullying for a
physical or mental disability were significant predictors of attendance. Students who reported
low inclusion or medium inclusion were more likely to report 3 or more days absent a month, 2
days absent, and 1 day absent versus 0 days absent compared to students who reported high
inclusion. Furthermore, in comparison to students who did not report bullying, students who
reported the presence of bullying for a physical or mental disability were more likely to report 3
or more days absent a month, 2 days absent, and 1 day absent versus reporting 0 days absent.
The frequency analysis showed that when students experienced low inclusion, students who
experienced bullying for a disability reported higher rates of 3 or more days absent than students
who did not experience bullying for a disability. When students experienced high inclusion,
students who did not experience bullying for a disability reported higher rates of no absences
than students who experienced bullying for a disability.
Most of the research on students with disabilities focuses on physical inclusion. The
results from this study on social and psychological inclusion are consistent with the research that
focuses on physical inclusion. Researchers have found that physical inclusion leads to improved
academic outcomes (Cosier et al., 2013; Dessementet et al., 2012; Rojewski et al., 2015).
Findings from this study are also consistent with studies that examined similar concepts to social
or psychological inclusion. Wormington et al. (2016) studied the relationships between school
belonging, peer victimization, academic outcomes, and alcohol use. They found that GPA,
school truancy, lifetime alcohol use, and current alcohol use were significantly correlated.
Furthermore, peer victimization was related to lower GPA and school truancy. School belonging
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had a mediating effect on peer victimization and student outcomes. Additionally, Baams et al.
(2017) studied the effects of bias-based bullying and absenteeism using the CHKS. They found
that those who reported bias-based bullying were more likely to be frequently absent because
they felt unsafe.
RQ 5: How do the relationships vary across marginalized groups?
The results reject the null hypothesis and support the alternative hypothesis, indicating
differences across marginalized groups. The strength of the odds ratios varied across the models
that examined grades. Based on the strength of the odds ratios, identifying as Latinx (OR 4.58)
was a stronger predictor of below average grades than above average grades compared to other
marginalized groups. Students who identified as Black or African American (OR 3.8), American
Indian or Alaska Native (OR 4.24), and Mixed (OR 3.18) also had a stronger likelihood of
reporting below average grades instead of above average grades compared to other marginalized
groups.
The strength of the odds ratios also varied across models that examined attendance.
Based on the odds ratios across the analyses, bullying for a physical or mental disability (OR
1.65) is a stronger predictor of students missing 3 or more days a month versus 0 days compared
to the other marginalizing groups. This was a small effect.
The strongest effects were evident when predicting grades. Additionally, each model
showed that low inclusion had substantial effects in predicting student outcomes compared to
identification as a member of a marginalized group. The odds ratios showed the strongest
predictions for predicting below average grades versus above grades in the models that included
bullying for a disability (OR 9.38), race (OR 9.24), and ethnicity (OR 8.27). The effects that
predicted below average grades when a student experienced low inclusion were large, whereas
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the effects that made this same prediction depending on membership of a marginalized group
were small to medium. Similarly, although the effects in the models that predicted attendance
were small, the predictions were still stronger when a student experienced low inclusion versus
high inclusion than identification as a member of a marginalized group.
Strengths and Limitations
This dissertation had many strengths and limitations. One of the strengths of this study is
the large sample size (N = 887,658). A large sample size means that one can analyze multiple
groups and subgroups to make comparisons. A large sample size also means more power in the
statistical analyses. Additionally, there were uneven groups in the analysis, which may lead to
Type I error (Biau et al., 2008). The chance of Type I error also increased because I ran multiple
statistical analyses (Pallant, 2016).
Furthermore, a strength of the study was the diversity of the participants. The participants
included students from different races, ethnicities, genders, and sex. The samples' quantity and
diversity would make the results generalizable; however, the participants only included
secondary students from California, limiting generalizability.
Although the population is diverse, the survey may not fully represent some students. The
CHKS fails to gather specific information on student disability, so there is not a formal question
where students can indicate if they have a disability. In this study, the disabilities variable
measured bullying based on a disability, so students with disabilities who have not experienced
bullying for a disability are not included in this variable. Ultimately, it is difficult to decipher if
the results were a function of experiencing bullying or a disability. Furthermore, because surveys
require foundational reading skills and comprehension, students who were unable to read or are
developing their skills in reading may have been excluded from completing the survey. This
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study also examined attendance, and chronically absent students may not have attended school
the day students completed the survey, so chronically absent students may not be included in this
study.
Additionally, the inclusion scale had strengths and limitations. Reliability and factor
analyses determined the reliability, which revealed adequate reliability and uni-dimensionality. I
attempted to validate the scale by referring to other research that defined inclusion similarly to
questions included in the CHKS. However, other studies have yet to validate the inclusion scale
created in this dissertation. The items that compose the inclusion scale were also components of
other scales, such as school connectedness, caring relationships, and meaningful participation.
Additionally, I created the nominal categories of inclusion (low, medium, high) in this study, so
other studies have also not validated the separation. However, I created the categories using
percentiles, which is a strength of the variable since it categorized students depending on the
responses of the entire sample.
Survey research also has strengths and limitations. Surveys allow researchers to gather
individuals' perceptions and experiences. The use of surveys to explore perceptions has its own
set of limitations, such as response rates (items and individuals), measurement error, and
representation (Coughlan et al., 2009). Despite the validity checks that removed dishonest or
exaggerated responders, it is impossible to guarantee that the remaining participants were honest
in their responses. This is of relevance to the variables examined in this study. Grades and
attendance were self-reported measures, so they may not accurately represent student outcomes.
The analyses of the research questions also had strengths and limitations. The analyses
used in this study were appropriate when considering the questions, variables, and assumptions
that the variables needed to meet. Generally, with the analyses in this study, one cannot assume
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causation. Furthermore, all the multinomial logistic regression analyses indicated a poor fit with
significant Goodness of Fit results. This significant result is expected with a large sample (Paul
et al., 2012; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2019), so I ran that same analysis on 1% of the sample, which
yielded insignificant results and indicated a good fit. The effect sizes also differed based on the
research question. RQ1 yielded small effect sizes. RQ 2 to RQ5 yielded small to large effects.
Lastly, a strength of this study includes its real-world application. Schools have an
ethical, moral, and legal obligation to ensure that all students feel included. This study analyzed
student outcomes to motivate educator buy-in if inclusion affected grades and attendance.
Notwithstanding statistical results, students of marginalized backgrounds should feel included in
their schools. Fortunately, educators can intervene to increase student experiences of inclusion.
Implications for Practice
Research and this study support the facilitation of inclusion in schools. However, large
school initiatives often fail without the proper systems in place. This section will first describe
systemic supports that need to be in place before facilitating inclusion and follow with
procedures and interventions that support a movement towards inclusive schools.
Systems Supporting Educators
To facilitate inclusion in schools, educators need systems of support. Administrators are
uniquely situated to support teachers and staff in providing inclusive education (Salisbury, 2006).
School leaders can lead successful initiatives by adopting leadership styles that align with
principles of inclusion. Authentic leadership, shared leadership, democratic leadership, and
culturally relevant leadership align with inclusive principles.
Authentic leadership is a leadership style that schools can adopt to pursue inclusion. In
authentic leadership, the leader knows their true self while also being transparent, intentional,
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and moral (Caza & Jackson, 2011/2015). Crippen (2012) highlighted how schools rely on
relationships. Furthermore, they explained that leadership and followership are at different ends
of a continuum, and we slide on this continuum at different points in our lives. Crippen also
described how leaders should consider students when we are examining followership. Crippen
concludes that relationships are developed through caring, listening, trust, honesty, and
collaboration.
Billingsley et al. (2018) described leadership for effective, inclusive schools (including
students with diverse abilities). The literature highlighted common barriers in the US that affect
the success of inclusive schools, such as funding and adequate preparation and planning. They
also discussed how shared, and distributed leadership are necessary for inclusive reform. In
shared leadership, leadership tasks are for a group and not an individual (Wassenaar & Pearce,
2012/2015). They explored standards that can guide inclusive leadership, such as collaboratively
developing a mission and vision.
Kilicoglu (2018) defined democratic leadership in schools as shared leadership among
the principal and other staff members like teachers. In other words, teachers would be involved
in the decision-making process and welcomed to voice their thoughts and opinions. Educators
may also consider student voices in the process. This type of leadership aims to get all
stakeholders invested in change and allow meaningful change by sharing responsibility among
multiple people. Surveys of 462 teachers found that teachers' perceptions of democratic
leadership in their schools led to a higher rating of distributed leadership (sharing leadership
responsibilities). Furthermore, teachers reported that support and supervision were part of
distributed leadership. The authors argued for meaningful group participation of teachers in
schools.
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Fraise and Brooks (2015) acknowledged the complexity of culture in schools and discuss
how it is constantly changing. They propose a theory for culturally relevant leadership in
schools. They advise focusing on individuals' cultures. By doing so, leaders can celebrate
individuals' differences. They discuss components of a culturally relevant pedagogy such as a
focus beyond academics, the importance of immediate and long-term usefulness of education, an
understanding of self and others, and co-constructing knowledge with all staff, community
members, and students. They conclude that influential school leaders can operate from a
culturally responsive framework when facilitating change to address individual stakeholder and
student needs. They also warn of culture's oversimplification because creating a singular school
culture can cause harm through deculturalization.
Beycioglu and Kodaki (2020) discussed organizational change in schools. They
highlighted how change efforts in schools often fail. They argued that our current ways of
thinking of change are inadequate for organizations like schools. They offered a different
conceptualization of change in schools. The authors described organizations as constantly
"becoming." In other words, schools are not static things. Instead, they experience continuous
change. They encouraged educators to focus on the processes and mechanisms of organizations.
The mechanisms included sensemaking, learning, and improvisation. They also highlighted how
the practices of the organization's members accomplish change, but leaders are still crucial
because their leadership style can influence how the organization functions. The authors
recommend bottom-up, small-scale, and ongoing practices to facilitate change.
Within school systems, educators need a continuum of support. Authentic leadership,
shared leadership, democratic leadership, and culturally relevant leadership share the call for
collaboration, shared decision-making, and active involvement of all stakeholders. Without these
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components, change efforts may prove ineffective. Once these foundations are in place, teams
can work together to implement other components for successful inclusion initiatives, such as
psychoeducation, teacher training, and consultation (Olsen & Ruppar, 2017; Sehgal et al., 2017;
Villa et al., 1996). Obiakor et al. (2012) also emphasized the need for effective teaching, school
leaders, and a school-wide model. The suggestion of a school-wide model is beyond the scope of
this dissertation. However, general recommendations and interventions are below.
School-Wide Procedures to Facilitate Inclusion
Before implementing interventions, it would be helpful for schools to assess their current
levels of inclusion. They can utilize the items on the CHKS or use their own measures of
inclusion through surveys, interviews, and observations. This process should be integrated into
ongoing program and systems evaluations. Program evaluations aim to determine the value of an
educational program, which has been a longstanding, but underutilized, recommended practice in
education (Kimball, 1989). Once staff understands their student’s current experiences of
inclusion, they can intervene depending on the school’s objectives, resources, strengths, and
needs (Mertens & Wilson, 2019; Kimball, 1989). Additionally, the information from the program
evaluation would provide a baseline that allows schools to progress monitor the effectiveness of
their interventions. School leaders may be able to utilize this data and the results of interventions
in their school improvement plans.
Once schools determine needs, they can implement adequate interventions. When
implementing any intervention, it is essential to consistently monitor progress by gathering data
(Keller-Margulis, 2012). Additionally, schools will need to monitor if interventions are
implemented with fidelity. Fidelity is essential in successfully implementing interventions
(Keller-Margulis, 2012). Lastly, stakeholders should obtain program evaluation results to make
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necessary changes or continue effective practices (Kimball, 1989). If educators implement the
following interventions, it is essential that they assess their current strengths and needs, progress
monitor the effectiveness of interventions, implement interventions with fidelity, and make
changes when needed.
Interventions Supporting Inclusion in Schools
Social and psychological inclusion are protective factors for improved student outcomes.
Marginalized students continue to face exclusion in schools. Schools can implement
interventions to facilitate social participation and feelings of belonging. Schools can increase
social inclusion by ensuring the student is present at school by limiting expulsions and
suspensions or encouraging active involvement in school activities. Psychological inclusion can
be facilitated in schools by ensuring students feel they belong in school. Improvements in school
culture, school connectedness, and caring relationships can improve a student's experience of
social and psychological inclusion. Research has shown that restorative circles, mentoring,
advisories, and culturally relevant education can improve school climate (Klevan &
Villavicencio, 2016; Ortega et al., 2016; Tolan et al., 2014); therefore, these interventions can
potentially increase psychological and social inclusion in schools. Because schools have different
strengths and needs, if schools choose to implement these interventions, it is pertinent they study
their effectiveness through program evaluation.
Klevan and Villavicencio (2016) highlighted that restorative discipline strategies can
improve school climate. Students and staff have reported favorable outcomes when using
restorative circles (Ortega et al., 2016). Schools used restorative circles to resolve conflict by
gathering a facilitator, the person affected by harm, the person who caused harm, and other
community members (Ortega et al., 2016). Ortega et al. (2016) found that students took
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ownership of the process. Both staff and students reported less punitive methods, meaningful
dialogue (understanding/connecting), use of skills and circles, and less physical fighting. School
staff also reported improved academic and social achievement. After using restorative practices,
teachers reported changing attitudes and behaviors (Wang & Lee, 2019). Gregory et al. (2016)
also found that teachers referred Latinx students less than before the intervention. Furthermore,
with restorative practices, students felt like they had a voice, had an opportunity to reflect, and
saw that the school cared for them (Hantzopoulos, 2013). The findings show that restorative
practices involve students in school processes, build a sense of community, and show students
that adults care about them, all of which are essential in facilitating inclusion in schools.
Furthermore, developing strong relationships in schools can improve school climate
(Klevan & Villavicencio, 2016). Mentorship provides an avenue for developing positive
relationships in school. Cheney et al. (2009) examined a structured mentorship program. The
researchers analyzed the effectiveness of the Check, Connect, and Expect Intervention for at-risk
students. The intervention required students to check in daily with a mentor, daily progress
reports from the mentor, regular feedback on progress, problem-solving sessions, check out with
the mentor, progress monitoring, and reinforcement from the data monitored. They found
decreased ratings on problem behaviors, so students experienced behavioral improvements.
Tolan et al. (2014) studied mentoring outcomes in at-risk youth. Tolan et al. (2014) defined
mentoring as "a one-to-one relationship between a provider (mentor) and a recipient (mentee) for
the potential benefit of the mentee" (p. 180). They analyzed 46 studies and found positive effects
on delinquency, aggression, academic performance, and drug use. Mentorship has the potential
to increase student feelings of closeness to others and therefore has the potential to increase
experiences of inclusion.
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Similarly, advisories have the potential to improve relationships in schools (Klevan &
Villavicencio, 2016; Shulkind & Foote, 2009). Advisories in schools are composed of an advisor
and a group of students. Shulkind and Foote (2009) studied the qualities of advisors that fostered
high levels of school connectedness. They found that strong advisors addressed community
issues, promoted open communication, monitored student academic progress, solved problems,
provided advice, and knew and cared about their students. They also found that students and
advisories perceived advisory as improving academic performance and fostering community
between students. When implemented correctly, advisories have the capacity to increase
experiences and feelings of inclusion through meaningful relationship building and community
building.
Culturally relevant education can also improve school climate (Klevan & Villavicencio,
2016). Culturally relevant education refers to effective teachers and teaching strategies for
diverse learners, such as using cultural knowledge and student experiences to make learning
relevant (Gay, 2010; Klevan & Villavicencio, 2016). Aronson and Laughter (2016) reviewed
more than 40 studies that examined the effectiveness of culturally relevant education. Their
literature review revealed that culturally relevant education increased student motivation, interest
in content, ability to engage in discourse, perceptions of self as capable students, and confidence
in test-taking. Cultural relevant education can look like affirming cultural identities and making
content relevant, such as selecting texts with diverse characters and discussing current events
(Klevan & Villavicencio, 2016). By adopting culturally relevant education, students may feel
that they are part of the school, identify the work as interesting, and perceive adults as caring for
them, ultimately impacting inclusion.
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Future Research
This survey study utilized a quantitative approach to study inclusion, membership of a
marginalized group, and student outcomes. Future studies can focus on validating the inclusion
scale on the CHKS. Studies can also compare the original scales (school connectedness,
meaningful participation, caring relationships) in the CHKS to the inclusion scale in this study to
examine which are more accurate predictors of student outcomes. Researchers could also
develop and validate a new survey that encompasses all dimensions of inclusion since they do
not exist at this time (NCSSLE, 2021). This may include examining physical, social, and
psychological inclusion separately and as an overall concept. Researchers can also expand
surveys to include audio or visual components and translated versions to include more students
in studies.
Because this study found main effects using logistic regression, studies can expand on
these findings by studying interactions. Researchers recommend studying interactions using
logistic regression after finding main effects (Hosmer & Lemeshow, 1989; Jaccard, 2001;
Menard, 2002). If future researchers use normally distributed variables with continuous
dependent variables, they can also study interactions using analysis of variance or other
parametric analyses (Pallant, 2016). Also, structural equation modeling might shed light on any
additional factors that may impact student outcomes, such as school diversity and interventions
(Teo et al., 2013). Lastly, mixed or qualitative studies may also aid in studying interactions
amongst membership of a marginalized group and inclusion.
Furthermore, the marginalized groups of focus in this study were based on race, ethnicity,
and the presence of bullying for a physical or mental disability. Not examined in this study were
the experiences of other historically marginalized groups in the United States. For example,
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students have also experienced marginalization based on sexual orientation and gender identity.
Additionally, English Language Learners, Foster Youth, and students who reported free and
reduced lunch are also students that have experienced historical marginalization and would be
groups that may benefit from further study. Researchers can further examine the relationship
between inclusion and student outcomes for all marginalized groups.
Additionally, this study analyzed self-reported grades and attendance as student
outcomes. Future studies can examine student records for documented GPA and attendance.
Researchers can also analyze student outcomes such as student mental health, motivation, and
graduation. In the area of mental health, researchers can examine depression, anxiety, stress, and
the presence of suicidal ideation. Analyzing other student outcomes would further highlight the
importance of inclusion in schools.
Lastly, the surveys included in this study were completed before a global pandemic,
Coronavirus disease (COVID-19). Researchers may be interested in comparing survey results
before, during, and post-pandemic. Results may reveal how students responded in the face of
uncertainty and how they coped in the aftermath of a pandemic.
Conclusion
Chapter 5 discussed the study's findings, strengths, and limitations, implications for
practice, and directions for future research. Findings revealed that inclusion and membership of a
marginalized group predicted self-reported grades and attendance. Because of this relationship,
researchers can consider inclusion a protective factor against poor self-reported grades and
attendance. Educators can support the accessibility of this protective factor through interventions
at school. If marginalized students continue to feel excluded in school, they may be deprived of
opportunities for success in school and beyond. Ultimately, this is an issue of equity.
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Historically marginalized students have the right to be included in schools beyond physical
inclusion. Experiences of inclusion in schools may ameliorate adverse school outcomes. By
addressing inclusion in schools, students from marginalized backgrounds may have more college
and career opportunities. Inclusion is a fundamental human right. Without inclusion, school
systems may further hinder students from marginalized groups from developing into their best
selves.
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